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Pa^*3,  line  14,  tfttr  **  them,"  ifu«r/  **  in  the  employment  oft  miner." 

7,  lines  25  and  SO, /or  «'  1840  "  reoif  **  1839." 

25  and  29, /or  •*  1841  "  rtad  "  1840." 

8,  line  23,/or  "  1840  "  rtad  "  1839." 
11,  last  line  but  one,  ditU  "  not." 
33,  line  5  of  marginal  note,/or  **  signed  "  rtad  "  sent 
67,  note  (b),fw  **  32  "  rt4ui  "  33. 
89,  line  14, /or  "  5  &  6  "  rmid  «'  4  &  5. 

100,  note  (a),  line  1  of  2nd  oolamn,/or  *'  of"  read  '*  if." 
127,  line  7  from  bottom,/or  '*  38th  "  read  **  39th. 
139,         11  from  bottom, /or  "  Geo.  2  "  read  «•  Geo.  1." 
203,         3,  for  ••  Leigbford  "  read  "  Seighford." 
209,         7,  ditto. 

15,  after  stock,  for  a  comma  aubetitute  a  semicolon. 

16,  ineert  a  comma  ttfter  '*  generallj." 
237,  last  line,  for  *'  orders  "  read  **  order." 
266,  last  line,  for  **  above  "  read  *'  under." 

290,  note  (c),  for  «*  7  B.  &  C,  691 "  read  **  3  Q.  B.  R.,  367." 

291,  Une  1,  for  **  Rez  "  read  "  Regina." 
301,  last  line  but  1  of  marginal  note,  for  "  Midsnmmer  "  read  *'  Michaelmas. 
304,  after  line  4,  mM  «•  Rule  discharged." 
322,  deie  **  End  of  Trinity  Vacation." 
382,  note  (A),  for  **  Bug  "  read  *'  Bmg." 
466,  line  21,  for  «•  59  "  read  "  95." 

490,  16  of  marginal  note,  b^ore  '*  on  "  kuert  **  made." 

491,  8  from  bottom,  for  *'  88  "  read  **  8." 
6  from  bottom,  ifier  **  s.  5  "  nuert  [''Garwood's  edition."] 

493,  add  a  referenoe  to  "  Regina  v.  SevenoaJt9f'*  **  post.  p.  601,  note  (6). 
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NEW    SESSIONS    CASES. 


(ttourt  of  ©tteen'35  ISniri). 


HILAKY  TERM,  1844. 


1844. 
The  Queen  v.  Lord  Godolfhin  and  Another.  January  I2th, 

JL  HIS  was  a  motion  for  a  mandamus  to  compel  the  Where  a  poor- 
rate  had  been 
defendants,  two  of  the  justices  of  Cambridgeshire,  to  made  and 

sign  and  allow  a  rate,  or  assessment,  made  for  the  relief  owseerJ  only 
of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Cottenham  on  the  8th  of  J^  *  ^""h 

December  last^  wardens  not 

From  the  affidavits  it  appeared,  that  there  were  two  swom.  and  the 
overseersandtwochurchw^eneintheparhh;  but  that  ^TJ^^Z' 
the  churchwardens  had  never  been  sworn,  and  had  not  account  of  its 

not  being  signed 

acted.     The  rate  had  been  made  by  the  overseers,  and  by  a  majority 
signed  by  them ;  but  the  justices  refused  to  sign  and  officers^Tman- 
aUow  it,  because  it  was  not  signed  by  a  maiority  of  the  d*™"  »«f?*«<l 

o  J  o        ^  commanding 

palish  officers.     It  also  appeared  that  the  overseers  had  the  justices  to 
already  expended  501.  in  the  relief  of  the  poor,  and  had  the  rate. 
no  other  means  of  reimbursing  themselves  than  by  the 
rate  in  question. 

Gunning^  in  support  of  the  motion. — The  justices  acted 
improperly  in  refusing  to  sign  this  rate.  The  church- 
wardens, not  having  been  sworn  in,  were  not,  properly 
speaking,  churchwardens  at  all,  and  could  do  no  act  in 

VOL.  I.  B  N.  S.  C. 


The  Queen 
t». 

GODOLPHIN. 


NEW  SESSIONS  CASES. 

1844.  the  execution  of  their  office  {a).  In  point  of  fact,  no 
churchwardens  have  been  sworn  in  in  this  parish  for  six 
years. 

But  if  the  rate  produced  to  the  justices  was  good  on 
the  face  of  it,  they  had  no  discretion  in  the  matter, 
Regina  v.  Earl  of  Yarborough  (^),  the  allowing  and  sign- 
ing a  rate  being  not  a  judicial,  biit  merely  a  minis- 
terial act:  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Dorchester  (c).  There 
is  nothing  on  the  face  of  this  rate  to  show  that  it 
has  not  been  regularly  made;  and,  if  it  be  bad,  the 
parties  aggrieved  may  appeal  against  it  afterwards. 

Williams,  J. — Take  a  rule  (d). 


(a)  By  the  118th  canon,  **  the  Law,  App.  11 ;  2  Gibson's  Codex 

office  of  all  churchwardens  and  Juris  Eccles.  962. 

sidesmen  shall  be  reputed  ever  (b)  12  A.&E.416  ;  3  P.&  D. 

hereafter  to  continue  until   the  491. 

new   churchwardens    that    shall  (<^)  1  Str.  393. 

succeed  to  them  be  sworn;  which  (d)  Absolute  in  the  first  in- 

shall  be  the  first  week  after  Eas-  stance.      See  Rex  v.    Edlaston 

ter,  or  some  week  following,  ac-  {Churchwardens,  ^c),  1  N.  &  P. 

cording  to  the  direction  of  the  20. 
ordinary,"  &c.     4  Burn'^  Eccl. 


HILARY  TERM,  7  VICT.  8 

1844. 
In  the  Matter  of  Jones.  January  13<A. 

JLN  this  case,  William  Jones,  a  prisoner  in  Stafford  Gaol,  The  examina- 

,j,  1  1  1  ./.ii  i/»         tion  into  a  com- 

had  been  brought  up  by  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  before  plaint  under  the 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  to  be  discharged,  on  the  g.a^ustbe  ' 
in*ound  that  the  conviction  on  which  his  commitment  had  ^*^f  ^  "P°^ 

^  ^  ^  oath. 

been  made  was  bad.     The  prisoner  had  been  convicted.      Therefore, 
under  the  4  Geo.  4,  c  34,  s.  3,  by  one  of  the  justices  stating  that 
of  Staffordshire,  for  absenting  himself  from  his  master's  pjJJ^J'J^S^' 
service.     The  conviction  was  as  follows : —  ™*d«  before 

me,  one  &c.y 

**  County  of  Stafford.  Whereas  complaint  hath  been  on  oath ;  and 
made  unto  me,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  duiy^examined 
in  and  for  the  said   county,   uvon   the  oath  of  James  ^f  P"?®^*  ^^^ 

•^ '      '  allegations  of 

Dabbs,  miner,  that  William  Jones,  late  of  &c.,  "  hath  both  the  said 
contracted  with  the   said  James  Dabbs,   and   Samuel  ing  the  matter 
Dabbs,  his  partner,  to  serve  them  until "  &c.,  «  and  hath  pj^^t^ifor"" 
entered  into  such  service,  and  absented  himself  from  the  •^^jng  upon 

oath\  and  do 

same  service,"  &c.     "  And  whereas,  in  pursuance  of  the  adjudge"  &c., 
statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  I  have  duly  ex-  ' 

ammed  tlie  proofs  and  allegations  of  both  the  said  parties 
touching  the  matter  of  the  ^d  complaint,  and,  upon  due 
consideration  had  thereof,  have  adjudged  and  deter- 
mined, and  do  hereby  adjudge  and  determine  the  said 
complaint  to  be  true.  And  I  do  therefore  convict  the 
said  WiUiam  Jones  of  the  said  offence,  in  pursuance  of 
the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided.  These  are 
therefore  to  command  you,"  &c. 

Bodkin  now  moved  that  the  prisoner  might  be  dis- 
charged. The  statute  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34  (a),  under  which 
the  prisoner  was  convicted,  was  passed  to  extend  the 

(a)  The  5th   section    enacts,  and  conclusive."     See,  as  to  the 

**  that  every  order  or  determina-  effect   of   these   words,    Rex  v. 

tion  of  such  justice  or  justices,  TVrre^,  2  T.R.  734;  Rex  \,  Jukes, 

niade  under  this  act,  shal]  be  final  8  T.  K.  544. 
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powers  of  (amongst  other  acts)  the  20  Geo.  2,  c.  1 9,  by 
which  the  certiorari  is  taken  away,  and  there  is  no 
appeal.  The  instrument,  therefore,  should  clearly  be 
good  on  the  face  of  it ;  but  it  does  not  appear  here  that 
the  evidence  which  the  mi^istrate  received  on  hearing 
the  case  was  taken  on  oath. 

V.  Lecy  contr^  was  here  called  upon  by  the  Court — 
On  referring  to  the  conviction,  it  does  appear  that  the 
evidence  was  taken  on  oath.  The  words,  "  I  have  duly 
examined  "  must  mean  *^ examined  on  oath."  And  "the 
proofs  and  allegations  "  mean  the  proofs  and  allegations 
of  Dabbs,  who  is  stated  to  have  deposed  on  oath.  [  Wf/- 
Uamsy  J. — The  first  is  preliminary ;  then  comes  the  part 
which  refers  to  hearing  the  merits^  and  that  should 
appear  to  have  been  on  oath.]  The  question  is,  whether 
the  former  part  cannot  be  called  in  aid  of  the  latter,  and 
both  read  together. 

Williams,  J. — I  do  not  think  that  construction 
would  do,  nor  do  I  think  that  this  instrument  is  to  be 
construed  differently  from  ^her  instruments.  No  vio- 
lence must  be  done  in  the  construction  of  it.  Here  a 
primd  facie  case  was  made  out  on  oath  before  the  magis- 
trate for  him  to  try,  and  the  hearing  it  afterwards  should 
be  stated  to  have  been  on  oath  also.  The  prisoner  must 
be  discharged. 

The  prisoner  was  discharged. 


HILARY  TERM,  7  VICT. 

1844. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Cranbrook.        January  I7th. 

VJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  dated  the  The  pauper 
29th  July,  1841,  for  the  removal  of  Richard  Ellis  and  cupiedatene- 
Ann  his  wife,  and  their  seven  children,  from  the  parish  Sryearlf  rent 
of  Cranbrook,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  to  the  parish  of  ^,  ^^'-^  ^^^ 

.  •'  ,        ^  Christinas, 

Hawkhurst,  m  the  same  county,  the  sessions  quashed  1838,  to  April, 
the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  ^hoie ofwhich 
foUowing  case :—  {^J^^^  ^^J^" 

premises  to  W., 

On  the  21st  of  December,  1838,  the  pauper,  Bichard  5/.  4s.  a  year. 
Ellis,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  Samuel  Dobell,  as  rent  wm  moS^  * 
ajrent  to  Thomas  Smith,  for  renting  a  tenement  in  the  J^  the  pauper 

.  ^  ,     .  .  "7  *  cheque, 

parish  of  Cranbrook,  consisting  of  a  house  in  two  dwell-  which  the  pau- 

..1  .  /«iiiji  •  A    per  handed  over 

mgs.  With  some  pieces  01  land  and  other  premises,  at  Iod^,  and 
the  rent,  of  18t  a  year,  under  the  following  memoran-  ^^^^^J^ 
dum  of  affreement,  which  was  duly  stamped  and  put  in  making  togc- 

.^  /I  1  therthesum 

evidence : —  of  8/.  6#.  6rf. 

'*  Memorandum,  made  this  21st  day  of  December,  J^  i839°on  * 
1838,  of  an  agreement  between  S.  Dobell  of  Cranbrook,  account  of  the 

°  ,  ^  /  rent  due  at 

as  agent  for  Mr.  T.  Smith,  of  London,  tailor,  and  Ri-  Christmas  in 

that  vear       In 

chard   Ellis,  of  Cranbrook,  cooper.  .  That,   from   and  the  course  of 
after  the  25th  day  of  December,  1838,  those  two  tene-  l84crwl*^d' 
ments   situate  at   Milkhouse-street,  with  one  piece  of  **"  rent  of 

1  .  ,     5/.  4t.  for  that 

meadow  land,  one  piece  of  arable,  a  plat  and  pond,  with  year  direct  to 

-i_T  ij  uij  1  b«  In  October, 

the  gardens,  one  lodge,  one  shed,  and  one  yard,  now  1340^  the  pau- 
occupied  by  the  said  Richard  Ellis  and  his  under-tenant  f^'  ^^  ™****  ^° 

*  -^  the  poor  s  rate 

West,  shall  be  at  the  rate  of  187.  a. year,  payable  half-  forthepre- 

1     ,.       rmi  ^  11  ji  /»  ii^i^B^  ui  ques- 

yearly.       [Inen  lollowed  agreements  as  to  terms  01  tion;  which 
tenancy  not  material.]  ZX'^mi. 

and  resided 
thereon  for  more  than  forty  days  afterwards. 
Held,  that  the  Court  would  not  infer  from  the  facts  stated  that  the  last  payment  of  5/.  As. 
by  W.  was  a  payment  on  account  of  the  first  year's  rent,  so  as  to  make  up  the  sum  of  10/. 
of  rent  actually  paid  in  one  year,  required  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  to  enable  the  pauper  to  gain 
a  settlement  by  payment  of  rates,  (the  sessions  not  having  expressly  found  that  that  pay- 
ment was  to  be  so  appropriated). 
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Under  the  above  agreement,  the  pauper,  Ellis,  occu- 
pied from  Christmas,  1838,  to  April,  1841,  and  during 
f.  the  whole  of  that  time  underlet  a  part  of  the  premises 

Inhabitants  of    ^     ,,;,     ^       ,  .    .  ,  /.  ^ ,    ^ 

Cranbrook.  to  West,  who  occupied  such  part  at  a  rent  ot  oL  4*.  a 
year.  West  having  been  an  under-tenant  to  Ellis  of  a 
part  of  the  same  premises  previously  to  the  making  of 
the  above  agreement,  and  having  had  his  furniture  dis- 
trained upon  in  consequence  of  Ellis  not  having  pjud  his 
rent  to  the  owner  of  the  premises,  he  (West)  paid  his 
year's  rent,  which  became  due  in  1839,  by  a  cheque 
obtained  from  his  (West's)  employer,  which  cheque  was 
handed  over  by  Ellis  to  Dobell ;  and  Ellis  also  in  that 
year  paid  the  further  sum  of  3/.  2*.  6d.  to  Dobell, 
making  together  the  sum  of  8/.  6s.  6d.  paid  during  that 
year  on  account  of  the  rent  which  accrued  due  at 
Christmas,  1839..  During  thb  year  Ellis  paid  no  rate 
whatever. 

In  the  course  of  the  second  year  of  the  pauper's 
tenancy,  that  is  to  say,  from  Christmas,  1839,  to  Christ- 
mas, 1840,  the  under-tenant.  West,  paid  his  rent  of  5/.  45. 
for  that  year  direct  to  the  owner  of  the  premises. 

In  October,  1840,  Ellis  was  rated  to  a  poor's  rate 
for  the  premises  in  question,  in  the  sum  of  75.  Sd., 
which  rate  he  duly  paid  in  January,  1841,  and  sub- 
sequently resided  on  the  said  premises  more  than  forty 
days. 

The  question  for  the  Court  is,  whether  the  pauper, 
Bichard  Ellis,  under  the  above  circumstances,  acquired  a 
settlement  in  Cranbrook  by  payment  of  rates.  K  the 
Court  should  decide  this  question  in  the  affirmative,  the 
order  of  sessions  is  to  be  confirmed,  otherwise  it  is  to  be 
quashed. 

Watson  and  Sir  TF.  Biddell,  for  the  appellants  (a). — 

(fl)  Before  Lord  Denman^  C.  J.,  Patleson,  Coleridge^  and  Wight- 
man^  Js. 
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The  pauper  gained  a  settlement  in  Cranbrook  by  pay-        1844. 
ment  of  rates.     It  appears  that  he  was  duly  rated  to  the    ^      ^ 

^'^  "^  .        .  The  Qukex 

poor's  rate  in  October,  1840,  for  the  premises  in  ques-  r. 

tion,  paid  tlie  rate,  and  resided  forty  days.  That  is  a  cranbeook. 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  3  W.  &  M.  c.  11,  s.  6,  as 
it  has  been  decided  that  he  need  not  pay  all  the  rates  (a). 
The  6  Geo.  4,  c,  57,  put  a  restriction  on  such  settle- 
ments, by  making  it  necessary  that  the  tenement  "  shall 
be  occupied  under  such  yearly  hiring,  and  the  rent  for 
the  same,  to  the  amount  of  lOLy  actually  paid,  for  the 
term  of  one  whole  year  at  the  least."  Both  these  have 
been  complied  with.  It  is  evident  that  the  legislature 
did  not  require  that  the  occupation  should  be  by  the 
pauper,  as  that  statute  repeals  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  50, 
which  did  require  it.  Bex  v.  Great  Bentley  (6),  Rex  v. 
Stoke  Damerel{c)y  and  Regina  v.  Brigthelmsione  [d]  are  all 
authorities  to  that  effect.  The  question  then  is,  whether 
the  rent  was  paid  for  one  year  to  the  amount  of  10/.,  so 
as  to  comply  with  that  statute.  It  is  not  necessary  that 
the  pauper  should  pay  the  rent.  Rex  v.  Kibworth  Har- 
court  (e)f  Rex  v.  Ruthyn  (/),  nor  that  the  10/.  should 
be  paid  within  the  same  year :  Rex  v.  Willoughby  (y). 
In  this  case  the  pauper  handed  over  his  under-tenant's 
cheque  to  the  landlord,  and  paid  3/.  2«.  himself,  making 
together  a  payment  of  8/.  65.  in  the  year  1840.  In  1841 
the  under-tenant  paid  his  rent,  5/.  4^.,  to  the  owner  of  the 
premises,  which  was  in  effect  a  payment  by  the  pauper, 
and  made  up  the  sum  of  13/.  10^.  [Wightmany  J. — 
The  case  states  that  West  paid  for  that  year,  1841.  He 
was  not  liable  for  1840.]  His  goods  were  always  dis- 
trainable  by  the  landlord  for  Ellis's  rent;  and  li  the  land- 
lord received  money  from  him,  it  only  relieved  his  goods 

(fl)    Rex  V.  Bramley,  Burr.  (</)  1  Q.  B.  R.  674. 

Sett.  C.  75.  (<?)  7  B.  &  C.  790. 

(6)  10  B.  &  C.  520.  (/)  5  B.  &  Ad.  215. 

(c)  6  A.  &  E.  308.  (g)  4  A.  &  E.  143. 
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1844.        pro  tanto.     [Pdtteson,  J. — We  are  not  told  what  passed 
The  Queen    ^^^^een  the  landlord  and  West :  the  landlord  might  ap- 
I  h.h*'*       f   P^^P^^^  *^^  payment  as  he  liked,]      No   doubt  the 
Cranbbook.    parties  may  appropriate,  but  if  they  do  not,  the  law  will. 
Here  no  appropriation  is  found ;  West  was  not  an  agent 
to  make  a  specific  payment,  but  to  pay  generally  on  ac- 
count; and  even  an  agent  of  a  debtor  cannot  appropriate 
a  payment  to  suit  his  own  convenience.     If  there  had 
been  a  surety  for  one  year  and  not  for  another,  the  land- 
lord could  not  have  appropriated  that  payment  to  the 
latter  year,  nor  would  such  payment  be  a  bar  to  the 
Statute  of  Limitations.     A  constructive  occupation  has 
been  held  suflScient  in  Regina  v.  St  Mary  Kalendar  (a), 
and  at  all  events  this  is  a  constructive  payment. 

Sir  WT.  Folleity  Solicitor-General,  and  DeedeSy  for 
the  respondents. — The  object  of  the  legislature  in  the 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  s.  2,  was  to  test,  by  actual  payment, 
whether  the  tenant  was  worth  10/.  a  year.  The  pro- 
position contended  for  by  the  appellants  amounts  to  this: 
that,  if  a  pauper  rents  a  house,  and  pays  one  year's  rent, 
and  many  years  after  is  rated,  and  pays  one  rate,  he 
gains  a  settlement.  But  there  is  no  evidence  that  the 
money  here  was  paid  for  the  year  1840,  and,  therefore, 
the  Court  is  not  at  liberty  to  find  that  it  was  so.  It 
is  in  distinct  terms  a  payment  for  the  following  year. 
There  is  no  such  thing  as  legal  appropriation  of  pay- 
ments, except  in  the  case  of  accoimts  between  parties. 
[Here  they  were  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — If  the  sessions  wished  us  to 
draw  an  inference  from  the  facts  stated,  I  should  say 
that  this  was  not  a  payment  on  accountof  the  first  year's 
rent.     If  they  did  not,  they  should' have  found  the  fact 

(a)  9  A.  &  E.  026. 


\ 
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expressly.  It  would  be  extremely  objectionable  to  send 
such  a  case  back  to  be  re-heard,  as  it  would  invite  tam- 
pering with  the  witnesses. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 


1844. 
The  Queen 

9. 

Inhabitants  of 
Cbanbrook. 


In  the  Matter  of  White. 

XN  tliis  case  Butt  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  prosecution, 
for  a  certiorari  to  bring  up  a  recognisance  of  the  peace  en- 
tered into  by  William  White,  who  had  been  bound  over 
at  the  Somerset  Michaelmas  quarter  sessions,  1843,  to 
keep  the  peace,  and  since  convicted  at  the  October  petty 
sessions  at  Wells,  of  an  assault.  The  recognisances  had 
been  duly  returned  to  the  January  quarter  sessions, 
but  no  proceedings  could  be  taken  on  them  there,  and 
it  was  necessary  to  bring  them  up  to  this  Court  in  order 
to  proceed  upon  them  by  scire  facias. 

Williams,  J. — You  cannot  proceed  upon  them  with- 
out bringing  them  up. 

Rule  granted  (a). 

(fl)  See  Regina  v.  The  Justicei  of  the   Wett  Riding ,   (/«  r$ 
Thornton),  7  A.  &  £.  583. 


January  18/A. 

Where  a  party 
bound, at  the 
quarter  ses- 
sions, in  recog. 
nisancestokeep 
the  peace,  is 
afterwards  con- 
victed at  the 
petty  sessions 
of  an  assault,  in 
order  to  estreat 
the  recognis- 
ances, it  is  ne- 
cessary to  bring 
them  up  by 
certiorari,  and 

Sroceed  thereon 
y  scire  facias. 
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January  20th.     The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  CuxMBerwortii 

Half. 

Intheexamina-  vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the 
Mntby*re-"^*'  removal  of  William  Burdett  and  Sarah,  his  wife,  from 
spondents  with    the  township  of  Denby,  in  the  West  Riding  of  the 

an  order  of  re-  *^  . 

moval,  it  was     county  of  York,  to  the  township  of  Cmnberworth  Half, 

stated  that  the     •       .i  •  i   -n*  i*  .i  •  /»  i    .i  i 

pauper  had  ^^  the  Said  Kiding,  the  sessions  connrmed  the  order, 
^^i^^ul    subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  foUowing 

denture:"—        case : — 

thcse'words  The  examinations  on  which  the  order  was  made  were 

to SewuSr*     (s^  f^  ^  w^  material  to  the  decision  of  the  Court)  as 

the  indentare,      foUow  : 

which  had  been 

destroyed,  and  William  Burdett^  the  pauper,  said,  "  When  I  was 
more  than  about  fourteen  years  old  I  was  put  out  an  apprentice  by 

tharty  years        covenant  indenture  to  Amos  Burdett  for  the  term  of  seven 

before,  was  not 

A  parish  in-  years,  to  leam  the  trade  of  a  clothier,  and  1  went  to  and 

Where  resided  with  the  said  Amos  Burdett  in  Cumberworth 

p^stat^  that  Half,  under  the  said  indenture,  for  five  years  and  six 

the  pauper  had  months,  when  my  brother,  Joseph  Morton,  purchased 

mcnt"Ayrent-  my  time  out,  and  the  indentures  were  destroyed,  and 

ing  a  tenement,    x  i  i  ,      •  i        i        ^  • 

consisting  of      -^  have  never  done  any  act  smce  whereby  to  gam  a 

a  cow  Ay  and  On  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  as  soon  as  the  respondents 

andpremitee  had  Opened  their  case,  the  appellants  objected  that  the 

Held  that"  ^^^^  examination  was  insufficient  on  the  face  of  iU  and  that 

^^^  ffi^'^^tl*^  ^^  order  of  removal  ought  to  be  quashed.    The  grounds 

describe  such  a  of  insuflSciency  rclicd  on  under  the  grounds  of  appeal 

would  confer  a  were,  that  it  did  not  appear,  by  the  said  examination, 

U  did°n^'ap"  whether  the  said  binding  was  alfo  wed  by  two  justices  of  the 

pear  that  the  peace,  and  that  it  did  not  appear,  by  the  said  examination, 

cow  was  to  be       "^  ^  . 

exclusively  fed  either  that  the  money  given  or  contracted  for  in  relation 
produce  of  the    to  such  apprentice  was  inserted  in  the  said  indenture,  or 

land. 


^ 
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that  the  said  indenture  was  duly  stamped  in  pursuance         i844. 
of  the  statutes  in  force  at  the  time  it  was  executed.       ^     ""     ' 
The  Court  of  quarter  sessions  overruled  the  objections  v. 

taken,  and  held  the  examination  good.  Cumber!  ° 

After  this  decision  of  the  Court,  the  appellants  con-  ^o»th  Half. 
ceded  that  the  respondents  were  able  to  prove  their  case 
as  stated  in  the  examinations,  and  proposed  to  rely  on  a 
subsequently  acquired  settlement,  which  was  set  out  in 
their  seventh  ground  of  appeal,  and  was  as  follows : — 

"  That,  subsequent  to  the  said  alleged  apprenticeship 
m  our  said  township  of  Cumberworth  Half,  (that  is  to  say), 
in  or  about  the  year  1812,  the  said  W.  Burdett,  the  pauper, 
rented  a  cottage  or  tenement  at  Exley  Gate,  in  your 
said  township  of  Denby,  in  which  he  resided  for  the  term 
of  one  whole  year  at  the  least ;  and  that,  in  or  about  the 
year  aforesaid,  and  at  the  same  time  that  he  so  occupied 
and  resided  in  the  said  cottage  or  tenement  at  Exley 
Gate  aforesaid,  he  also  rented  and  occupied  another  tene* 
ment  at  Denby  Hall  in  your  said  township  of  Denby, 
consisting  of  the  keeping  or  feeding  of  a  cow,  of  which  he 
was  the  owner,  by  and  on  the  land  and  premises  of  James 
Haigh  of  Denby  Hall  aforesaid,  for  the  space  of  one 
whole  year,  and  which  was  of  the  value  of  10/.  a  year  at 
the  least,  and  for  which  the  said  pauper  paid  to  the 
said  James  Haigh  the  sum  of  4«.  a  week  during  the 
whole  year,  whereby  the  said  pauper  did  acquire*  a  set- 
tlement and  is  now  legally  settled  in  your  said  township 
of  Denby." 

To  this  the  counsel  for  the  respondents  objected,  that 
it  did  not  disclose  on  the  face  of  it  a  legal  settlement  in  . 
Denby.  The  sessions  thought  the  objection  valid,  and 
confirmed  the  order.  If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
should  be  of  opinion,  either  that  the  said  examination  of 
the  respondents  is  bad,  as  contended  by  the  appellants, 
or  that  the  seventh  ground  of  appeal  does  not  shew  a 
legal  settlement  in  Denby,  then  the  said  order  of  i-emoval 
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1844.         and  the  order  of  sessioiiB  are  to  be  quashed  ;  otherwise 
„^    Z  to  stand  confirmed. 

Thb  Queen 

r. 

Cumber.  Sir  G.  Lewin  and  Overend,  in  support  of  the  order  of 

WORTH  Half,  g^ggiong  (a). — The  examinations  sent  by  the  respondents 
are  sufficient,  as  disclosing  the  nature  of  the  settlement ; 
they  state  that  the  pauper  was  boimd  apprentice  "  by 
covenant  indenture ; "  and  those  words  shew  what  sort  of 
indenture  was  meant.  A  covenant  indenture  is  contra- 
distinguished from  a  parish  indenture,  and  the  distinc- 
tion is  one  generally  recognised.  There  need  be  no 
covenant  in  a  parish  indenture ;  the  apprenticeship  in 
question  is  in  exercise  of  the  statutable  authority  given 
by  the  43  Eliz.  c  2,  s.  5 ;  whereas  in  other  indentures 
there  must  of  necessity  be  a  covenant. 

On  the  second  point,  also,  the  sessions  were  right. 
The  statement  in  the  seventh  ground  of  appeal  is  insuf- 
ficient, as  it  does  not  allege  that  the  cow  was  to  be 
fed  on  the  land  exclusively.  Rex  v.  Minster  (A),  where 
Lord  Ellenboroughy  C.  J.,  said  a  settlement  was  gained 
under  similar  circumstances,  because  the  pauper  had  a 
profit  issuing  out  of  land  to  be  taken  in  loco  certo, 
which  does  not  appear  here.  See  also  Bex  v.  4^^^- 
ton  St  Edmund's  (c) :  in  which  Abbott,  C.  J.,  says, 
referring  to  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Oswald  Twissell  (d),  that 
**  it  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  the  contract  must  ap- 
ply to  growing  produce,  and  that  a  contract  partly  for 
growing  produce,  and  partly  for  hay,  is  insufficient  to 
give  a  settlement."  In  this  case  the  agreement  cannot 
mean  that  the  cow  was  to  be  pasture-fed  exclusively ; 
for  if  the  ground  were  covered  with  snow,  then  it  would 

(a)  Argued,  on  the  first  point,         (c)  1  B.  &  C.  536. 
in  Michaelmas  Term,  1 843,  before         (d)  Mich.  T.  1 8 1 8,  mentioned 

Lord  Denmarif  C.  J.,   Williami,  also  hyBayley^  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Dard- 

Coleridye,  and  Wightman^  Js.  tvell,  2  B.  &  C.  163. 

(A)  3  M.  &  S.  276. 
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be  impossible;  and  it  must  have  meant  that  in  that  case         1044. 
the  cow  was  to  be  fed  by  some  other  means.     The  ex- 

The  Queen 

pression  "  by  and  on  "  would  be  satisfied  by  referring  r. 

one  to  the  person,  the  other  to  the  land;  or  by  referring     °cumber- 

part  of  the  time  to  the  "  land,"  and  part  to  the  "  pre-  ^°*^»  *^^"''- 

mises,"  which  last  word  means  something  different  from 

land.     The  expression  might  be  satisfied  by  feeding  the 

cow  with  hay  produced  on  the  land  in  a  previous  year. 

The  contract  ought  expressly  to  state,  that  the  cow  was 

to  be  pasture-fed :    Rex  v.  Tisbury  (a),       [They  also 

cited  Rez  v.   Piddletrenthide  {b) ;    Rex  v.    Stoke-upon" 

Trent  (c) ;  Rex  v.  Darky  Abbey  {d);  and  Rex  v.  Thorn- 

ham  (tf).] 

At  any  rate,  the  words  are  ambiguous,  and  the  Court 
will  hold  them  insufficient  on  that  account ;  Regina  v. 
The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  {/) ;  and  no  intendment 
will  be  made  in  favour  of  a  eettlemenV;  Regina  v.  7%^ 
Recorder  of  Leeds  (g). 

Hall  and  Pashleyy  contra. — As  to  the  first  point, 
there  are  covenants  on  both  sides  where  a  person  is 
bound  a  parish  apprentice,  as  well  as  where  he  binds 
himself.  The  appellants  are  to  be  made  acquainted 
with  the  settlement  intended  to  be  set  up ;  they  should 
be  told  whether  a  parish  indenture  be  meant  or  not. 
The  requisite  inquiries  to  be  made  in  the  two  cases  are 
different;  at  all  events,  the  term  "covenant  indenture" 
is  very  indefinite.  [^Coleridge^  J. — The  statute  of  43 
Eliz.  seems  to  make  a  difference  between  covenant 
indentures  and  others ;  the  words  there  are,  "  the  bind- 
ing by  the  parish  officers  shall  be  as  effectual  to  all  pur- 
poses as  if  such  child  were  of  full  age,  and  by  indenture 

(a)  2  Nol.  19.  (e)  6  B.  &  C.  733. 

lb)  3T.  R.  772.  (/)  2  Q.  B.  Rep.  .505. 

(c)  10  East,  496.  (g)  Id.  547,  note  (a)  to  Regina 

(d)  14  East,  283.  v.  IVymondham,  Id.  541. 
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1844.  of  covenant  bound  him  or  heradf."]     The  expression 

T^iT^K  "covenant  indenture  "is  even  there  ambiguous. 

9.  As  to  the  second  point,  there  is  a  sufficient  allegation 

Cumber.  of  renting  a  tenement  under  the  statute ;  the  precise 

woBTH  Half.  ^^^^  ^f  ^3  &  ^4  q^^.  g,  c.  12,  s.  1,  are  used.     [Cofe- 

ridge^  J. — Suppose  the  words  had  been,  "  on  land  and 
stables?"]  The  subject  of  the  taking  is  alleged  to  have 
been  a  tenement ;  all  the  ingredients  of  a  settlement  are 
stated,  and  the  rest  is  matter  of  evidence ;  the  statement 
cannot  be  injured  by  the  use  of  the  word  "premises" 
which  follows.  \Wightmany  3 . — May  not  "by"  refer 
to  the  person,  the  land-owner,  and  not  to  the  land?] 
That  would  be  a  forced  construction ;  the  allegation  is 
sufficient  as  it  stands.  The  statute  of  13  &  14  Car.  2 
is  to  be  construed  liberally :  Kinver  v.  Stone  (a) ;  where  it 
was  said,  that  the  real  foundation  for  gaining  a  settle- 
ment  by  renting  a  tenement  was  a  man's  abiUty  to  pay 
107.  per  annum. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  first  question  is,  whether 
this  examination  is  sufficient  whereon  to  found  the  order 
of  sessions.  I  entertained  doubts  upon  the  subject,  but 
I  now  think  that  the  term  "  covenant  indenture"  is  suf- 
ficiently descriptive  to  distinguish  the  instrument  as  an 
indenture  containing  covenants  from  a  mere  parish  inden- 
ture* As  to  the  second  point,  the  statement  in  the 
seventh  ground  of  appeal  was  said  at  the  sessions  to  be 
insufficient ;  I  think  it  states  what  does  not  disclose  a 
tenement.  The  duty  is  imposed  upon  us  to  decide ;  and 
we  are  bound  by  Rex  v.  Tisbury  (6),  and  the  cases  which 
have  followed  it,  to  hold,  that  such  a  settlement  can 
only  be  gained  by  express  agreement  that  the  animal  is 
to  be  fed  on  the  growing  produce  of  the  land.  The 
reasonable  construction  here  is,  that  the  cow  was  to  be 

(a)  2Str.C78.  (b)  2  Nol.  19. 


^ 
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fed  by  Haigh  on  his  premises;  but  that  is  insufficient;         i844. 
it  does  not  shew  that  it  was  to  be  fed  on  the  particular 
land,  so  as  to  constitute  the  tenement  which  will  confer 


Tbe  Queen 

V. 

.  .i  .  Inhabitants  of 

a  settlement.  Comber- 

WORTH  Half. 


Patteson,  J. — I  was  not  present  at  the  former  dis- 
cussion^  but  I  quite  agree  witli  the  Lord  Chief  Justice, 
that,  the  indenture  being  lost,  the  words  "covenant 
indenture"  were  sufficient  to  distinguish  it  from  a  mere 
parish  indenture.  The  other  point  is  quite  clear.  It 
would  be  very  strong  to  say,  that,  by  the  words  "  by 
and  on  the  land  and  premises''  is  meant,  that  the  cow 
was  to  be  fed,,  as  it  is  conceded  it  must  be,  on  the  grow- 
ing crop  for  the  whole  year :  reddendo  singula  singulis, 
these  words  could  only  mean,  as  long  as  the  land  would 
supply  it,  and  elsewhere  when  it  would  not.  The  law  is 
laid  down  most  clearly  in  Rex  v.  Sutton  St  EdmundCs  {a)y 
where  Abbott^  C.  J.,  says,  "  It  has  been  settled  in  several 
cases  that  the  liberty  to  take  the  profits  of  land  by  the 
mouths  of  cattle  is  a  tenement  within  the  meaning  of  the 
13  &  14  Car.  2  ;  but  the  case  oi  Rex  v.  Osteoid  Twissell 
is  an  authority  to  shew  that  the  contract  must  apply  to 
growing  produce,  and  that  a  contract  partly  for  growing 
produce  and  partly,  for  hay,  is  insufficient  to  give  a  set- 
tlement." That  is  very  clear,  and  entirely  supports  the 
distinction  between  a  general  contract  to  feed  for  the 
whole  year,  and  a  contract  to  feed  from  the  growing 
produce  of  the  land. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
that  the  sessions  were  right  on  both  points.  As  to  the 
first,  I  was  of  a  contrary  opinion  at  one  time ;  but  when 
you  consider  that  parish  indentures  came  in  first  with 
the  43rd  Eliz.  c.  2,  it  would  seem  from  the  words  of 

(n)  1  B.  ^  C.  53fi. 
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1844.        that  statute  that  they  were  put  in  opposition  to  inden- 
_      _  tures  of  covenant.     And  so  it  is  reasonable  to  conclude 

Thb  Queen 

f.  that  the  words  "  covenant  indenture'^  meant  something 

Cumber,  more  than  parish  indenture ;  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  too, 
WORTH  ALF.  ^^  cousistcnt  with  this  supposition.  As  to  the  second 
point,  I  think  that  any  one,  reading  the  words  as  a  man 
of  common  sense,  would  say  the  tenement  was  here  meant 
to  include  keeping  and  feeding  on  the  land  and  premises ; 
but  using  the  word  "  tenement '^  does  not  make  that  a 
tenement  which  was  not  so ;  and  the  word  here  is  tied  up 
by  what  follows,  "  consisting  of  the  keeping  or  feeding  of 
a  cow  by  and  on  the  land  and  premises  of  James  Haigh." 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion  on  botli 
points.  Consistently  with  this  statement,  the  cow  might 
be  either  pasture-fed  or  otherwise. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 


January  2(Hh.     The  Queen  v.  Tlie  Inhabitants  of  Perranzabuloe. 

Where  an  order  vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  dated  29th 
wmovin^a  ^  November,  1841,  removing  Catherine  Cocking,  widow, 
to T^M  "n^'  from  the  parish  of  Perranzabuloe  to  the  borough  of  Bod- 
app«ii,  quashed  min,  both  in  the  county  of  Cornwall,  the  appellants  ob- 

geoerallyi  and     ,,,  ,  .  ^, 

A.  obuined  a  jccted  in  their  grounds  of  appeal  that  no  evidence  of  the 
foTthe  renfo-  chargeability  of  the  said  Catherine  Cocking  to  the  said 
▼alofthewme  parish  of  Perranzabuloe  was  given  before  the  justices 

pauper  to  B.,     ^  *^      ,  •^ 

and  at  the  trial  who  made  the  order ;  and  the  sessions  quashed  the  order 

of  the  second  ^ 

appeal  it  was     generally. 

SnnCT  order*^*      A  second  Order  of  justices  was  obtained,  dated  the 

was  quashed      27th  day  of  June,  1842,  for  the  removal  of  the  same 

for  want  of  a 

statement  of 

chargeability  in  the  .examinations,  the  sessions  held  that  the  former  order  was  on  the  merits, 

and  conclusive  between  the  parties. 

Heldf  that  the  sessions  were  wrong ;  for,  though  the  former  order  was  quashed  on  the 
merits,  yet  that  a  new  state  of  things  had  arisen,  which  were  not  affected  by  the  former 
order. 


BULOI. 
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pauper,  Catherine  Cocking,  from  the  parish  of  Pcrran-         1844. 
zabuloe,  to  the  borough  of  Bodmin.     The  examinations    ^^^  queen 
stated  that  relief  had  been  given  to  the  said  Catherine  ,«». 

Inhabitants  of 

Cocking  on  several  occasions,  by  the  overseers  of  Bod-     Pbbranza. 
min,  while  she  was  resident  in  Perranzabuloe,  and  then 
stated  chargcability  to  that  parish. 

To  this  order  of  removal  the  appellants  sent  the  fol- 
lowing ground  of  appeal: — Because  a  former  order  of 
H.  Willyams  and  W.  P.  Kempe,  Esquires,  two  of  her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county 
of  Cornwall,  removing  the  said  Catherine  Cocking  from 
the  said  parish  of  Perranzabuloe  to  the  said  borough  of 
Bodmin,  has  b'een  quashed  by  the  Court  of  quarter 
sessions  for  the  county  of  Cornwall,  at  the  April  ses- 
sions in  the  present  year,  and  which  order  of  the  said 
Court  of  quarter  sessions  related  directly  to  the  point 
then  and  now  in  question  between  the  parties  to  the 
present  appeal,  and  is,  therefore,  binding  and  conclusive 
between  them,  so  far  as  respects  the  place  of  the  last 
1^^  settlement  of  the  said  Catherine  Cocking. 

Notice  and  grounds  of  appeal  beiijg  proved  on  the 
hearing,  the  appellants,  in  support  of  their  appeal,  put 
m  and  proved  an  order  of*  sessions  quashing  a  former 
order  of  justices  for  the  removal  of  Catherine  Cocking 
from  the  parish  of  Perranzabuloe  to  the  borough  of 
Bodmin.  They  also  proved  that  the  pauper  was  the 
party  referred  to  in  the  former  order,  and  then  closed 
their  case;  in  answer  to  which,  the  respondents  ten- 
dered evidence  to  shew  that  the  merits  were  not  heard 
at  the  trial  of  the  former  appeal.  It  was  then  ad- 
mitted, on  both  sides,  that  the  former  order  of  the  29th 
of  November  was  quashed,  because  the  examination 
on  which  that  order  was  founded  did  not  contain  evi- 
dence of  chargcability.*  The  sessions  quashed  the  se- 
cond order,  being  of  opinion  that  the  quashing  of  the 
former  order  was  conclusive  between  the  parties ;  sub- 

VOL.  I.  C  N.  8.  C. 
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1844.  ject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  whether  the  quash- 
Thb  Qukbn  ^°g  ^^  ^^  order  of  removal,  for  want  of  a  statement  of 
Inhabitants  f  ^^^^^'^g^^^^J  '^^  the  examination,  was  a  decision  on  the 
Perbanza-     merits  or  not. 


BULOB. 


Erk  and  C.  W.  Johnsoriy  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses- 
sions.— The  sessions  were  of  opinion  that  the  examinations 
on  which  the  first  order  of  removal  was  obtained  were 
defective,  for  omitting  to  state  that  the  pauper  was  charge- 
able to  the  respondent  parish  at  the  time  when  the  order 
was  made.  It  is  admitted  that  an  order  quashed  for 
want  of  evidence  of  chargeability  is  not  conclusive  upon 
the  parties ;  but  in  the  present  case,  the  first  order  was 
not  quashed  for  want  of  evidence  of  chargeabilitj,  but 
because  no  evidence  of  chargeability  was  contsdned  in 
the  examination.  It  is  quashed,  therefore,  not  for  defect 
of  proof  at  the  trial,  but  for  the  defective  state  of  the 
examination*  The  respondents  obtained  a  second  order 
of  removal,  and  the  sessions  held  that  the  former  order 
was  binding  and  conclusive  between  the  parishes,  and 
that  the  former  was  a  decision  on  the  merits ;  and  since 
they  have  come  to  that  conclusion,  being  the  proper 
judges  of  the  question,  this  Court  will  not  interfere. 
The  justices  at  sessions  are  the  proper  parties  to  decide 
whether  an  omission  in  an  examination  becomes  material 
or  not.  In  Regina  v.  Charlbury  and  WalcoU  (a),  the  ses- 
sions were  of  opinion  that  the  omission  on  the  part  of 
the  respondents  to  state  a  particular  fact  vitiated  the  ex- 
amination, and  they  quashed  the  order  generally.  And 
when  the  case  was  brought  up  for  the  opinion  of  this 
Court,  the  Judges  held,  that,  as  the  sessions  found  that 
the  omisfidon  was  material  to  the  settlement,  this  Court 
could  not  say  that  they  were  wrong.  See  also  the 
case  of  Regina  v.  Evenwood  and  ^Barony  {b).     The  case 

(fl)  3  G.  &  D.  177.  {h)  3  G.  &  D.  145. 
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oi  Regina  v.  King8clere{a)  was  a  decision  to  the  same  ef- 
fect. The  sessions  in  that  case  quashed  not  on  the 
merits^  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  would  not  ^ve 
an  opinion^  whether  the  omission  was  or  was  not  one  that 
went  to  the  merits  of  the  settlement.  \_Coleridge^  J. — 
The  fact  omitted  tliere  was  a  date^  which  might  or  might 
sot  be  very  material ;  our  judgment  proceeded  on  the 
ground  that  the  sessions  did  hear^  at  all  events  they  did 
not  refuse  to  hear^  evidence.]  The  examinations  disclose 
one  entire  claim,  in  which  chargeability  is  a  material  al- 
legation, and  on  this  point  the  sessions  find  tliere  is  a 
total  omission.  [^Coleridge,  J. — Suppose  a  removal  on 
the  39th  day  of  residence,  before  a  settlement  was  gain- 
ed, could  you  not  remove  afterwards?  (i)  That  is  quite 
like  chargeability;  to-day  a  person  is  not  chargeable, 
to-morrow  he  is.  It  is  a  subsequently-acquired  settle- 
sient.]  The  parties  come  to  the  sessions  at  great  ex- 
pense, prepared  to  dispute  both  facts  and  points  of 
ibrm,  and  the  decision  of  the  sessions  ought  to  set  the 
matter  at  rest. 


19 


1844. 


The  Quren 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
Perranza- 

BULOB. 


Greenwoody  contrtl,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Denbian,  C.  J. — We  will  admit  all  Mr.  Erie 
msks  for,  that  is,  that  the  former  decision  was  entirely 
on  the  merits ;  but  since  that  trial  a  new  state  of  things 
lias  arisen,  and  the  former  order  cannot  affect  them.  We 
think  that  order  was  not  conclusive. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed, 
(fl)  3  G.  &  D.  18G.      (b)  See  Bex  v.  Willoughby,  4  A.  &  E.  143. 
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1844. 

January  20^.  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Paul's,  Covent- 

Garden. 

Where  an  vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the 

^t^tt^  a  removal  of  Sarah  Bull,  widow,  from  the  parish  of  St. 
pauper,  "whilst  Luke,  Chelsea,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  to  the  parish 

unmarried,  and     /»r«x^i^  ^-i-i  i 

not  having  a  of  ot  x'aul,  Uovent-Crarden,  m  the  same  county,  the 
dS  Uv^at  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
Spenser's  Ho-    this  Court  on  the  following  case : — 

tel,  in  Bond.  ^ 

street,  Covent- 

yeral  years,  as'  ^^^  Order  appealed  against  was  made  on  the  examin- 
u^er*l™n^fil  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  pauper,  which  was  as  follows :— "  The 
hiring,  and        examination  of  Sarah  Bull,  at  present  residing  at  the 

quitted  there  a  ,  , 

few  months  workhouse  of  and  in  the  parish  of  St.  Luke,  Chelsea, 
niarrU«5:— "  ^^>  y^hoy  upon  her  oath,  saith,  that  she  was  lawfully 
Held,  that  the  married  to  Edward  Bull,  at  Arundel  Church,  in  the 

exammadon 

wusbad,  asit  county  of  Susscx,  in  1814,  and  who  died  in  the  year 
that  the  pauper  1834.  That  he  never  did  any  act  to  gain  a  parochial 
at*the"^eo^  settlement  since  her  marriage  as  aforesaid,  and  that  she 
such  hiring.**    has  no  knowledge  of  his  place  of  legal  settlement.    That, 

Semble,  that  .  /^  .  . 

"  Spenser's  whilst  unmarried,  and  not  having  a  child  or  children,  she 
Giffden,"^wM"  I'^vcd  at  Spenser's  Hotel,  in  Bow-street,  in  the  parish  of 
not  a  sufficient   g^^  p^^l  Covent-Garden,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  for 

designation  of  . 

the  master        several  years  as  chambermaid  under  a  general  hiring, 
the  pauper        and  quitted  there  a  few  months  previously  to  her  mar- 
riage as  aforesaid ;  that  she  hath  acquired  no  subsequent 
settlement,  and  that  she  is  now  chargeable  to  the  said 
parish  of  St.  Luke,  Chelsea." 

Among  the  grounds  of  appeal  were  the  following : — 
"  That  the  examination  upon  which  the  said  order  was 
made  does  not  contain  any  sufficient  or  legal  evidence  of 
a  settlement  gained  in  our  smd  parish  of  St.  Paul  by  the 
said  Sarah  Bull ;  that  the  examination  does  not  shew 
that  the  said  S.  Bull  was  at  any  time  settled  in  our  said 


served. 
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parish ;  that  the  examination  contains  no  sufficient  evi- 
dence or  certainty  of  information  of  the  date  of  the 
alleged  contract  of  hiring,  nor  of  the  person  with  whom 
the  contract  was  made,  nor  of  the  position  or  locality  of 
the  house  or  premises  wherein  the  said  S.  Bull  lived  as 
chambermaid. 

Other  grounds  of  appeal  were  stated  in  the  case,  but 
were  not  material  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court 

The  Court  of  quarter  sessions,  considering  that  the 
examination  disclosed  sufficient  evidence  of  a  settlement 
by  hiring  and  service  in  the  appellant  parish,  proceeded 
to  hear  the  appeal,  and  confirmed  the  order. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  is,  whether 
the  examination  does  disclose  sufficient  evidence  of  a  set- 
tlement by  hiring  and  service  in  the  appellant  parish. 
If  this  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  examination 
docs  not  disclose  such  evidence,  then  the  order  of  re- 
moval is  to  be  quashed;  if  this  Court  shall  be  of  opin- 
ion the  examination  does  disclose  such  evidence,  the 
said  order  to  be  confirmed. 


1844. 

The  Queen 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
St.  Paul's, 

COVBNT- 

Gardbn. 


DeedeSy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — It  is 
enough  if  the  examination  discloses  a  settlement  by  legal 
evidence,  and  here  a  good  settlement  by  hiring  and  ser- 
vice is  shewn  on  the  face  of  it.  [Lord  Denmariy  C.  J. 
— ^It  does  not  say  whom  she  served.]  Yes,  the  name 
of  the  master  is  given;  "  Spenser's  Hotel '^  is  mentioned. 
\^Coleridgey  J. — The  landlord  may  have  shifted  two  or 
three  times.]  The  sessions  are  the  proper  judges  of  the 
requisite  particularity:  Regina  v.  Bridgwater  {a).  They 
have  found  the  information  here  sufficient,  and  unless 
they  were  manifestly  wrong  on  matters  of  fact,  this  Court 
will  not  interfere  with  their  finding :  Regina  v.  Kings- 
clere  (i).     [Lord  Denman^  C.  J. — I  think,  that,  when 


(a)  lOA.&E.  693,608. 


(Jb)  3  G.  &  D.  186. 
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1844.  the  appellants  said  they  had  not  information  enough 

T     Q  given  them^  the  respondents  would  have  done  wisely  in 

""  «.''"''  withdrawing  the  appeal  and  giving  further  information. 

Inhabitants  of  -^r  it  ii  i  t         ii 

St.  Paul's,  We  must  send  the  case  back  to  be  re-heara.J 


C0VBNT« 
GAmOBN. 


Pashlet/y  contriL — The  case  ought  not  to  be  sent  back, 
as  the  examination  does  not  shew  such  a  hiring  as  is  re- 
quisite under  the  stat.  3  Will.  &  M.  c.  11^  to  confer  a 
settlement,  as  it  does  not  thereby  appear  that  ihe  pauper 
was  unmarried  at  the  time  of  her  alleged  hiring. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — It  certainly  does  not  It  is 
quite  consistent  with  this  statement  that  she  may  have 
had  another  husband.  She  does  not  say  she  was  unmar- 
ried at  the  time  of  her  general  hiring ;  only  that,  whilst 
she  was  unmarried,  she  served  under  a  hiring  made  be- 
fore.    I  think  the  examination  bad. 

Order  quashed. 


January  20th.         The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Whitwick. 
It  u  no  objec-    v/N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the  re- 

tion  to  an  order  •  ... 

of  removal,  that  moval  of  Samuel  Goacher  and  Catherine,  his  wife,  and 
utwn'J^db^t  "^  their  five  children,  from  the  parish  of  Whitwick,  in  the 
is  founded  die-    county  of  Leicester,  to  the  parish  of  Shineton,  in  the 

doses  evidence  •'  ^        *^ 

(by  relief)  of  a  county  of  Salop,  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject 

tlement  of  the  ^  ^^  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case. 

^rd^pttri^  The  case  set  forth  the  examinations  upon  which  the 

And,  there-  order  was  made,  the  material  parts  of  which  were  as 

fore,  where  the 

examination         loUows  : — 
stated  an  ac- 
knowledgment 

of  a  settlement  in  S.,  the  appellant  parish,  by  relief,  and  a  subsequent  acknowledgment  by 
relief  in  C,  and  the  sessions  refused  to  enter  into  the  question  of  the  settlement  in  S.,  on 
the  ground  that  they  were  concluded  by  the  statement  of  a  subsequent  settlement  in  C, 
and  therefore  quashed  the  order  of  removal,  this  Court  quashed  the  order  of  sessions. 
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Samuel  Groacher,  the  pauper^  (after  stating  a  hiring         1844. 
when  he  was  ten  years  of  age,  to  work  at  a  colliery  in      "    ^ 
Coleorton),  said,  "  I  am  forty-two  years  of  age.   About  ^' 

j»A  X  -      ,.       •  ,  ,.    ,         ^  ,         Inhabitants  of 

iitteen  years  ago  1  was  m  distress,  and  applied  to  Cole-  Whitwick. 
orton  parish  for  relief,  and  the  parish  officers  of  Coleor- 
ton  relieved  me ;  but  I  have  never  been  relieved  by  the 
parish  of  Coleorton  whilst  residing  out  of  the  parish,  ex- 
cept about  eight  years  ago,  when  I  was  living  in  Whit- 
wick  parish  :  my  wife  was  suffering  from  a  miscarriage, 
and  I  applied  to  Mr.  T.  Ager,  the  parish  officer  of  Cole- 
orton, for  assistance;  he  gave  me  a  paper  to  go  to  a  doc- 
tor, who  thereupon  attended  my  wife,  but  I  received  no 
money  nor  any  thing  else  but  the  doctor's  free  attend- 
ance upon  my  wife." 

Mary  Wardle,  widow,  sidd,  ^^  I  am  the  mother  of 
Samuel  Goacher,  the  pauper.  I  married  my  first  husband, 
J^ohn  Goacher,  the  father  of  the  pauper,  at  Coleorton 
Church,  about  forty-three  years  ago ;  the  pauper  was 
lorn  at  Coleorton,  my  first  husband  was  legally  settled 
in  Shineton.  When  he  lay  ill,  about  twenty-six  years 
ago,  I  received  relief  from  Shineton  parish  whilst  we 
were  living  in  Coleorton.  I  received  2s.  6(L  weekly;  but 
that  not  being  enough  for  our  support,  I  went  to  Sliineton, 
and  saw  a  person  who  said  he  was  the  parish  officer;  I 
asked  him  to  give  us  more  than  2«.  6d.  weekly,  he  re- 
fused to  do  so,  but  gave  me  5s.  to  carry  me  home :  I  re- 
ceived this  relief  afterwards  for  a  long  time.  My  son, 
the  pauper,  was  then  a  member  of  my  family,  and  was 
not  emancipated ;  he  was  about  sixteen  years  of  age." 

The  grounds  of  appeal  material  to  this  case  were  as 
follows : — I.  That  the  settlement  of  the  said  paupers  is 
not  in  Shineton.  2.  That,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the 
examination  of  the  said  Samuel  Goacher,  the  settlement 
of  the  said  paupers  appears  to  be  in  Coleorton.  3.  That, 
as  stated  in  the  said  examination,  the  parish  officers  of 
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1844. 


Thb  Quebn 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
Whitwick. 


Coleorton  admitted  the  paupers  to  be  settled  in  their 
parish  by  employing  a  medical  practitioner  to  attend  the 
said  Samuel  Goacher's  wife  during  her  illness,  whilst  she 
was  residing  in  the  parish  of  Whitwick.  4.  That  it  does 
not  appear  by  the  examination  of  Mary  Wardle  who  the 
persons  were,  or  in  what  capacity  they  acted  in  giving 
the  relief  of  2s.  6cL  weekly  by  the  parish  of  Shineton, 
or  who  in  particular  it  was  that  received  the  same.  5. 
That  the  examination  of  Mary  Wardle  does  not  state 
the  5s,  given  to  her .  by  a  person  who  said  he  was  the 
parish  oflScer,  or  that  he  said  he  was  the  parish  oflScer  of 
Shineton ;  nor  does  it  state  what  his  name  was,  or  what 
particular  office  he  filled.  6.  That,  if  the  5s.  stated  in 
her  examination  was  actually  given  to  her  by  a  parish 
officer  of  Shineton,  it  was  not  given  to  her  as  an  acknow- 
ledgment that  she  belonged  to  that  parish,  but  in  order 
to  carry  her  home;  she  being  in  the  said  parish  of  Shineton 
as  casual  pauper,  and  as  such  entitled  to  relief.  (There 
were  other  groimds  as  to  the  hiring  in  Coleorton.) 

On  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  the  counsel  for  the  re- 
spondents stated  their  case,  and  proposed  to  call  Mary 
Wardle  and  another  witness  to  prove  the  settlement  of 
the  paupers  in  Shineton.  The  counsel  for  the  appellants 
thereupon  objected  to  that  evidence  being  received,  on 
the  ground  that  the  examination  disclosed  no  settlement 
of  the  paupers  in  that  parish;  and  if  such  settlement 
were  disclosed,  a  subsequent  settlement  appeared  on  the 
face  of  the  examination  to  have  been  gained  by  Samuel 
Goacher  in  Coleorton,  first,  by  hiring  and  service  there, 
and  next  by  that  parish  relieving  the  wife  of  the  said 
Samuel  Goacher  whilst  she  resided  in  the  parish  of 
Whitwick.  And  the  Court  decided  upon  the  said  objec- 
tion not  to  receive  the  evidence  so  tendered  by  the  re- 
spondents, and  thereupon  the  said  order  of  removal  was 
quashed ;  the  Court  stating  that  the  decision  proceeded 
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upon  the  ground  that  the  examination  disclosed  evidenco 
of  subsequent  settlement  of  the  pauper  in  Coleorton  by 
relief^  but  not  by  hiring  and  service. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  sessions  were 
right  in  quashing  the  order  of  removal,  cither  on  the 
grounds  stated  by  them  or  that  there  was  not  sufficient 
evidence  stated  in  the  examination  of  a  settlement  in 
the  appellant  parish  to  let  the  respondents  into  evidence 
at  the  sessions,  and  that,  under  the  said  grounds  of  ap- 
peal, they  were  precluded,  then  from  such  evidence,  the 
order  of  sessions  is  to  be  confirmed;  otherwise  to  be 
quashed,  and  the  appeal  to  be  re-heard. 


1844. 


Thb  Qoebn 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
Whitwick. 


Macaulay^  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — 1. 
The  examination  disclosing  some  evidence  of  a  settle- 
ment in  Coleorton,  the  sessions  were  justified  in  re- 
jecting evidence  of  a  later  settlement.  The  test  of  the 
sufficiency  of  the  examination  is,  supposing  the  facts 
stated  to  have  been  proved,  could  they  have  afforded 
ground  of  removal  ?  Here  was  an  acknowledgment  of  a 
settlement  in  Coleorton  by  giving  gratuitous  medical 
relief.  It  is  not  material  that  the  evidence  was  slight, 
that  was  a  question  for  the  sessions;  enough  is  stated 
for  them  to  decide  upon. 

2.  The  examination  does  not  disclose  any  settlement 
in  Shineton ;  the  only  evidence  is  the  statement  of  the 
pauper's  mother  as  to  relief  furnished  to  her  twenty-six 
years  before  from  that  parish,  while  she  was  living  in 
Coleorton.  Admitting  all  that,  as  stated,  no  settlement 
appears.  There  is  nothing  to  shew  the  relief  came  from 
the  recognised  authorities  of  the  parish,  which  ought  to 
be  distinctly  averred ;  other  relief  would  answer  the  de- 
scription here,  as  from  funds  for  persons  of  a  particular 
name,  or  pay  to  her  as  nurse  to  a  sick  parishioner.  It 
cannot  be  said  to  be  evidence  of  an  acknowledgment  by 
Shineton  of  a  settlement  there.     Besides,  the  statement 
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1844.        is  defectiYe  in  pardcularity,  the  relief  does  not  appear  to 
Thb  QauN    ^^^  ^^°  given  on  account  of  her  husband's  parochiality. 
inhat/'       f  L^^^^^^^»  ^* — S^®  went  to  the  person  who  she  thought 
Whitwick.    was  the  parish  officer^  for  more  parish  relief;  that  goes 
very  far  to  shew  her  understanding  that  it  came  from 
the  parish  funds.]     The  question  is  not  what  she  under- 
stood,  but  whether  there  is  legal  evidence  of  any  act 
done  by  the  parish  officer  amounting  to  an  acknowledg- 
ment.    Except  as  to  that  5s.,  the  necessary  intendment 
is,  that  all  she  states  is  from  hearsay. 

midyard  and  White,  contra,  were  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — ^We  think  the  sessions  ought 
to  have  gone  into  this.  There  is  a  very  sufficient  state- 
ment of  acknowledgment  by  the  appellants,  if  the  jus- 
tices believed  the  witnesses. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 


I 
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1844. 

The  Queen  v.  Scotton.  Jan.  22nd. 

X  HE  defendant  was  found  guilty  of  perjury  at  the  An  information 
last  assizes  for  the  county  of  StaflTord.  One  Bobinson  A^fo  &2*"* 
Iiad  been  sununoned  before  two  ma^dstrates  under  the  ^*  i»  ^'^^* , 

o  8.30),  and  under 

Game  Act,  (1  &  2  Will.  4,  a  32,  s.  30),  for  being  on  itat.6&7W.4, 
"pertain  land  in  the  pursuit  of  game,  and  was  found  stated  to  be  by 
guilty.     Sir  Oswald  Mosley  laid  the  information,  and  cij^btetlt! 
the  fact  of  the  trespass  was  deposed  to  by  one  Atkin-  ^^•r,"^  *^"" 
son  at  the  time  the  information  was  laid.     The  peijury  lowing  allega- 
^was  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  the  defendant  of*hl— «'\nd^ 
^hen  the  case  was  afterwards  heard  before  the  mafi^is-  t^e  said  inform- 

o        ation  having 

trates.     The  defendant,  Scotton,  appeared  on  that  occa-  *!«>  been  veri- 

,  •  /»  •  /,         fied  on  the  oath 

sion  as  a  witness  for  Bobinson,  and  stated  on  oath  before  of  W.  A.,  an- 
the  magistrates  that  Bobinson  did  not  go  on  the  land  in  ^tness."   Tlie 
question  as  deposed  to  by  the  witness  Atkinson.  Ji'ff?*^* "  ^' 

^  IT  .^  hibited  by 

By  the  stat.  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c  32,  s.  30,  it  is  enacted.  Sir  O.  M.,  and 
^^That,if  any  person  whatsoever  shall  commit  any  trespass  me/'  &c.    It 
by  entering  or  being  in  the  day-time  upon  any  land  in  sI^o^m^J^J 
search  or  pursuit  of  game,  &c.,  such  person  shall,  on  con-  W.  A.   It  was 

.,  .  provedjby  parol 

taction  thereof  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  forfeit  and  evidence,  that 
pay  such  sum  of  money,  not  exceeding  2/.,  as  to  the  jus-  ^y^^  charge  at 
tice  may  seem  meet,  toffether  with  the  costs  of  the  con-  f**?  time  the 

•^  '      D  mformationwas 

viction."    According  to  the  provisions  of  that  statute,  it  laid,  but  there 
was  necessary  that  the  person  laying  the  information  deposition  by 
should  be  sworn  to  the  truth  of  the  charge;  but,  in  a  ^^"^hl*** 
subsequent  statute,  the  6  &  7  Will  4,  c  65,  a  different  charge  was  af- 

,  terwards  heard 

provision  is  made  by  the  9th  section,  which  is  as  follows :  before  two  ma- 

— "  And  whereas,  by  an  act  passed  in  the  first  and  second  £e  defendanr'^ 

years  of  the  reign  of  his  present  Majesty,  intituled  *  An  *^^®  ^^  he*' 

Act  to  amend  the  laws  in  England  relative  to  game,'  it  was  indicted  for 

is  enacted,  that,  where  any  person  shall  be  charged,  on  neid,  that 

there  did  not 
appear  to  have  been  any  sufficient  deposition  to  the  charge  at  the  time  the  information  was 
Isid,  therefore  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  be  acquitted,  on  the  ground  that  the  magis- 
trates who  heard  the  charge  acted  without  jurisdiction. 


9. 
SCOTTON. 
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1844.  the  oath  of  a  credible  witness  with  any  offence  punish- 
The  Qubkn  *We,  upon  summary  conviction,  by  virtue  of  the  said  last- 
mentioned  act,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  the  justice 
may  summon  the  party  charged  to  appear  before  himself 
or  any  one  or  two  justices  of  the  peace,  as  the  case  may 
require,  at  a  time  and  place  to  be  named  in  such  sum- 
mons, and  if  such  party  shall  not  appear  accordingly, 
then  the  justice  or  justices  may  proceed  in  the  case  in 
the  manner  directed  by  the  said  act,  and  it  is  expedient 
to  explfdn  and  amend  the  said  enactment  as  is  hereinafter 
mentioned,  be  it  therefore  enacted  and  declared,  that, 
upon  any  information  made  or  exhibited  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace  of  any  such  offence  as  aforesaid,  it  shall  not 
be  necessary  that  the  charge  contained  in  such  inform- 
ation should  be  made  on  the  oath  of  the  informer  or  pro- 
secutor in  such  case,  provided  that,  before  any  proceed- 
ing shall  be  had  or  taken  upon  such  information,  either 
for  siunmoning  the  party  accused  or  compelling  his  ap- 
pearance to  answer  the  same,  the  charge  contained  in 
such  information  shall  be  deposed  to  an  the  oath  of  some 
other  person  or  persofis^  being  a  credible  witness  or  credible 
witnesses. 

The  information,  which  was  proved  at  the  trial,  and 
was  shewn  by  parol  evidence  to  have  been  sworn  to  by 
Atkinson,  was  as  follows : — 

"  Staffordshire,  to  wit. — Be  it  remembered,  that,  with- 
in three  calendar  months  after  the  commission  of  the 
offence  hereinafter  named,  (to  wit),  on  the  13th  day  of 
January,  a.  d.  1843,  at  BoUeston,  in  the  said  county. 
Sir  Oswald  Mosley,  of  BoUeston,  in  the  said  county, 
Bari.,  a  credible  witness  in  his  proper  person,  cometh 
before  me,  W.  F.  Chetwynd,  one  of  the  justices  of  our 
said  Lady  the  present  Queen,  assigned  to  keep  the  peace 
of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  in  and  for  the  said  county, 
and  also  to  hear  and  determine  divers  felonies,  trespasses, 
and  other  misdemeanors,  done  and  committed  within  the 


SCOTTON. 
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8^d  county,  and  now  here  ^veth  me,  the  said  justice,  to         1844. 
understand  and  be  informed  that  Kichard  Bobinson,  of   _^    X 

The  Queen 

the  parish  of  Tutbury,  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  did,  on  r. 

the  Ilth  day  of  January,  a.  d.  1843,  at  the  parish  of 
Kolleston,  in  the  said  coimty,  unlawfully  commit  a  cer- 
t^  trespass  by  entering  in  the  day-time  of  the  same 
day  upon  a  certain  close  of  land  in  the  possession  and 
occupation  of  Thomas  Warren,  there  situate,  in  the  pur- 
suit of  game,  contrary  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  whereby  and  by  force  of  the  statute  the 
said  Richard  Bobinson  has  forfeited  a  sum  of  money,  not 
exceeding  22.,  to  be  applied  as  the  said  statute  directs ; 
and  the  s^d  information  having  been  also  verified  upon  the 
eaih  0^ William  Atkinson,  of  BoUeston,  gardener,  another 
credible  witness,  before  me,  the  said  justice,  whereupon 
the  said  Sir  Oswald  Mosley  prays  that  the  said  Richard 
Robinson  may  be  forthwith  summoned  to  appear  before 
one  of  the  said  justices  to  answer  the  said  information 
and  make  his  defence  thereto." 

"  Exhibited  by  Sir  Oswald  "^  "  Oswald  Mosley. 

Mosley,  and  sworn  before  I  ^*  William  Atkinson.** 

77ie,   the  day  and  year  > 

first  above  written.  I 

"  W.  F.  Chetwynd." J 

Talfourdy  Serjt.,  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  verdict  en- 
tered for  the  defendant,  or  the  judgment  arrested.  He 
objected,  1.  That  the  information  did  not  shew  that  the 
charge  contained  in  it  had  been  duly  deposed  to,  imder 
6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  65,  s.  9.2.  That  it  did  not  negative  the 
entry  to  have  been  witfi  the  consent  of  the  landlord  or 
person  having  the  right  of  killing  the  game.  3.  Nor 
that  the  entry  into  the  land  was  to  kill  game  there. 
4.  That  the  evidence  of  Scotton  was  not  material,  so  as 
to  found  an  indictment  for  perjury,  inasmuch  as  the 
entry  of  one  person  was  constructively  an  entry  by  all 
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1844.        who  were  acting  in  concert  with  him;  and  that  shooting 
The  Quben    ^^^  ^  close  at  game  was  a  sufficient  entry  under  the 
1  &  2  WilL  4,  c.  32,  s.  30,  though  there  was  no  bodily 
entry  by  any  person. 

Sir  F.  PoUocky  Attorney-General,  Whaieley^  and 
Greaves,  now  shewed  cause.— The  first  objection  to  this 
information  is,  that  it  does  not  appear  on  tiie  face  of  it  to 
have  been  made  on  the  oath  of  a  credible  witness.  The 
Stat  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c  65,  s.  9,  does  not  deprive  the  ma- 
gistrates of  jurisdiction  where  the  person  accused  ap- 
pears in  fact  to  answer  the  information ;  the  provisions 
of  tiie  statute  only  apply  where  an  ex  parte  proceeding 
takes  place  in  his  absence,  or  where  the  magistrates  are 
obliged  to  issue  a  warrant  to  compel  his  appearance. 
Robinson  appears  before  the  magistrates  and  is  con- 
victed, and  by  so  doing  he  waives  all  previous  irregulari- 
ties: RexY.  Stone  (a),  Paley  on  Convictions  {b) .  But,  assum- 
ing a  deposition  on  oath  to  be  necessary,  the  allegations 
in  this  information  are  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  statute. 
The  words  "  verified  on  oath  ^  in  the  body  of  the  inform- 
ation, coupled  with  the  words  in  the  jurat,  "  sworn  before 
me,''  are  sufficient.  There  are  cases  in  which  acts  of 
Parliament  require  a  deposition  on  oath,  and  yet  the 
statement  of  it  is  omitted  in  the  form  of  the  convictions, 
as  under  6  Geo.  4,  c.  103 :  Bex  v.  Barret  (c),  Atkins  v. 
Kilbt/  {d).  [As  to  the  constructive  entry  being  sufficient, 
they  cited  Bex  v.  Dowsell  {e\  Bex  v.  Passey  [f),  and 
Bex  V.  Lock€tt{ff)y  decided  upon  the  9  G^o.  4,  c.  69,  s.  9, 
(Night  Poaching  Act);  but  as  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
proceeded  only  on  the  first  objection,  the  argument  upon 
the  others  is  omitted.] 

(a)  East,  639.  (e)  6  C.  &  P.  398. 

(b)  P.  106.  (/)  7  C.  &  P.  282. 

(c)  1  Salk.  382.  (g)  Id.  300. 

(d)  11  A.&E.777. 
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TaJfaurdy  Seijt.,  {M.D.  HUly  and  J.  Gray,  with  him),         1844. 
in  support  of  the  rule. — It  does  not  appear  that  the    i|,„  qubbn 
magistrates  had  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  and  ^* 

therefore*  the  proceedings  are  void.  They  have  only  a 
limited  jurisdiction ;  and  in  order  to  shew  that  they  acted 
within  it,  every  step  necessary  to  give  them  jurisdiction 
should  appear.  The  statute  of  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c  65,  s.  9, 
xequires  that  the  charge  shall  be  deposed  to  by  some 
credible  witness.  The  all^ation,  that  the  information 
^as  verified  on  the  oath  of  W.  Atkinson,  is  very  ambi- 
guous, and  not  a  deposition  on  which  he  might  be  indicted 
ibr  perjury.     [Here  he  was  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  objection  is,  that  there 
liadnot  been  a  sufficient  deposition  on  oath  previous  to 
'the  hearing,  at  which  it  is  allied  that  peijury  was  com- 
mitted.   It  does  not  appear  here  that  there  has  been 
«ny  such  deposition  at  all.     We  are  called  upon  to  put 
m  reasonable  construction  on  the  words  of  this  informa- 
^on,  and  we  cannot,  by  any  reasonable  construction  of 
the  language  of  this  information,  say,  that  the  person  by 
^hose  oath  it  was  '^  verified^  stated  certain  facts  as  the 
matter  of  his  deposition.     There  is  nothing  of  the  kind 
liere ;  the  witness  does  not  pledge  himself  to  the  truth 
«f  any  thing.     The  requisitions  of  the  statute,  then, 
liave  not  been  complied  with,  and  the  magistrates  had  no 
jurisdiction.     We  do  not  decide  the  other  points  that 
liave  been  raised,  and  I  only  allude  to  them  for  the  pur- 
pose of  stating  that  I  do  not  yield  to  the  objections  that 
liave  been  urged.     They  are  all  open  questions,  which 
have  not  been  decided  before,  and  are  not  dedded  by 
us  now. 

Patteson,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
When  the  other  points  in  this  case  arise,  it  will  be  time 
enough  to  decide  them.     I  ^ve  my  opinion  on  the  9th 


V. 
SCOTTON. 
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1844.  section  of  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  65,  the  information  under 
Ths  Qubbn  ^hich,  in  the  first  instance,  need  not  be  on  oath ;  but  if 
it  is  not  on  oatJi,  before  any  proceedings  are  taken,  there 
must  be  a  distinct  deposition  on  the  oath  of  a  credible 
witness  to  the  truth  of  the  charge.  Here  there  is  nothing 
of  the  kind;  and  I  cannot  see  that  the  witness  Atkinson 
any  where  pledges  himself  to  the  truth  of  these  facts. 
There  is  nothing  on  this  information  on  which  Atkinson 
could  be  indicted  for  peijury.  If  there  was  a  distinct 
deposition  by  him,  he  might  be  indicted  for  peijury  if  he 
deposed  to  facts  which  were  untrue. 

Williams,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  ob- 
jection raises  the  question,  whether  the  statement  on 
which  the  perjury  has  been  assigned  was  made  in  a 
judicial  proceeding.  There  was  an  information  in  the 
first  instance,  and  it  is  now  said  that  the  magistrates  did 
not  properly  entertain  the  question.  All  informations 
should  shew  that  the  subject-matter  of  complaint  came 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrates.  Now  the 
statute  requires  that  the  truth  of  the  charge  shall  be 
deposed  to  on  the  oath  of  some  credible  witness.  There 
appears  in  this  information  nothing  deposed  to  on  oath. 
There  are  the  words  "  verified  on  oath^^^  which  would  be 
satisfied  by  the  fact,  that  Sir  O.  Mosley  said  something. 

Coleridge,  J. — The  question  turns  on  the  construc- 
tion of  the  9th  section  of  6  &  7  WilL  4,  c  ^5.  The 
statute  requires,  that,  before  any  proceedings  are  taken, 
it  must  appear  that  the  truth  of  the  charge  has  been 
deposed  to  on  the  oath  of  some  credible  witness.  I  can- 
not say  that  on  this  information  it  appears  that  any 
charge  was  deposed  to  on  the  oath  of  any  credible  wit- 
ness, and,  therefore,  those  conditions  which  the  legisla- 
ture has  imposed  have  not  been  complied  with. 

Bule  absolute. 
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1R44. 

The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Westbury.         Januafy24th. 

vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  removing  The  notice  of 
liachel  Harman,  widow,  and  her  female  bastard  child,  Mntto^theap- 
aged  five  weeks,  from  the  parish  of  Trowbridge,  in  the  ?*^**"'l]"u*^ 
county  of  Wilts,  to  the  parish  of  Westbury,  in  the  same  majority  of  the 

1  •  n  1    1  t  1  '  1       parish  oflScers 

county,  the  sessions  connrmeu  the  order,  subject  to  the  of  the  respond- 
opinion  of  this  Court  on  a  case,  by  which  it  appeared   *^cC|[|Lp^ 
that  the  notice  of  chargeability  sent  by  the  respondents  apiMt  an  order 
to  the  appellants  was  as  follows : —  one  of  the 

"  To  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Westbury,  in  the  appeal  was 
county  of  Wate.  ^r^^^nfe. 

"  Take  notice  that  the  above-named  Rachel  Harman,  ticc  of  charge- 

abuity  had  been 

residing  in  the  parish  of  Trowbridge,  has,  together  with  given  to  the 
her  female  bastard  child,    aged  five   weeks,   become  "^^Keiwtice 
charficeable  to  the  said  parish  of  Trowbridge,  and  that  »«'»*  ^"  signed 

o  .  *  ^  ^  by  three  over- 

an  order  of  justices  has  been  duly  obtained  for  their  re-  fleers,  and  it  was 
moval  to  your  parish  of  Westbury,  as  their  last  place  of  dence  that  the 
legal  settlement,  a  counterpart  of  which  order,  and  also  ^^igt^,^" 
a  copy  of  the  examinations  on  which  the  same  was  made,  ^*^»  °^  ^^^^  ^ 

,  ,  .  ,  .        overseers  and 

and  a  certificate  of  their  chargeability,  are  herewith  two  church- 
sent.     Dated  this  8th  day  of  April,  1843»  The  sessions 

"George  Mundy,^  Overseers  of  the  parish  ^oti^^s^*^- '*** 

Robert  Walker,  V    of  Trowbridge,  in  the  cient,  and  con- 

T  Tft  I  ,       r'xxT'fj.    n  finned  the  order 

James  Brewer,  J     county  of  Wilts.  ^f  removal,  this 

One  of  the  grounds  of  appeal  was,  that  no  legal  or  S»e^^der^*^ 
sufficient  notice  had  been  given  by  the  said  respondents  aessions. 
to  the  appellants,  that  the  pauper  and  her  child  were,  at 
the  time  of  making  the  order  of  removal,  actually  charge- 
able to  the  parish  of  Trowbridge. 

Upon  die  hearing  of  the  appeal,  the  respondents,  to 
meet  the  above  objection,  called  a  clerk  in  the  office  of 
the  respondent's  attorney,  who  proved  due  service  of  the 
notice  of  chargeability,  and  that  it  was  signed  by  George 
Mundy,  Robert  Walker,  and  James  Brewer,  three  of  the 

VOL.  I.  D  N.  8.  C. 
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^  1844.  ^      overseers  of  the  respondent  parish.     On  cross-examina- 
Thb  Qukbn    ti^^  h^  stated  that  there  were  in  fact  four  overseers  and 
Inhabitants  of  *^^  churchwardens  appointed  in  that  parish,  and  men- 
WxsTBUKT.    tioned  their  names.     Upon  this  evidence  being  given, 
an  objection  was  taken  by  the  appellants,  that  the  no- 
tice of  chargeabilitj  was  defective,  as  it  was  not  signed 
by  a  majority  of  the  body  of  the  parish  officers,  the  num- 
ber being  six,  whereas  the  notice  was  signed  by  three 
only.     The  sessions  overruled  the  objection,  and  held 
the  notice  sufficient,  and  the  order  of  removal  was  con- 
firmed.    If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  notice  of  chargeability  was  sufficient, 
then  the  order  of  removal  and  order  of  sessions  were  to 
stand  confirmed,  if  otherwise,  the  same  to  be  quashed. 

HodgeSy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — ^The  ab- 
sence of  the  signature  of  three  of  the  parish  officers  does 
not  vitiate  the  notice  of  chargeability.  Under  the  stat. 
4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  79,  (the  Poor  Law  Amendment 
Act),  no  signature  is  required,  -but  only  that  notice  of 
chargeability  shall  be  sent  '^in  writing;"  besides  in  the 
grounds  of  appeal  no  specific  objection  is  taken  that 
a  majority  of  the  parish  officers  have  not  signed  the 
notice. 

Pctshley^  contr^. — There  are  two  questions  here: — 
First,  whether  the  notice  of  chargeability  is  good  on  the 
face  of  it.  Secondly,  whether  it  is  good  according  to 
the  facts  as  proved.  The  first  question  raises  a  point 
which  has  not  yet  been  decided,  namely,  whether  a 
notice  of  chargeability  must,  on  the  face  of  it,  appear 
to  be  signed  by  a  majority  of  the  parish  officers,  and 
depends  on  the  79th  section,  which  is  to  be  strictly 
construed :  Per  Patteson,  J.,  in  Retina  v.  Brixham  (a). 
There  is  no  doubt  the  signatures  of  a  majority  of  the 

(a)  8  A.  &  E.  376. 
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parish  officers  is  enough^  even  where  the  statute  re-  1844. 
quires  a  notice  to  be  "under  their  hands;"  Rex  v.  Thb  Quebn 
TTie  Justices  of  Warwickshire  (a),  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  inhabftiinte  of 
Cambridgeshire  {b) ;  still  the  notice  must,  on  the  face  of  Wbstbubt. 
it,  shew  that  it  has  been  so  signed,  Rex  v.  Austrey  (c) ; 
where  it  was  decided  that  a  parish  certificate  under  the 
respective  hands  of  two  churchwardens  and  one  overseer, 
but  having  only  two  seals,  one  being  opposite  to  the 
names  of  the  churchwardens,  was  insufficient.  Lord  El- 
leTiboroughy  C*  J.,  speaks  of  that  case  in  his  judgment,  as 
the  execution  of  a  power  binding  and  operating  upon 
other  persons  at  their  peril,  and  subjecting  them  to  indict- 
ments, as  for  crimes,  in  case  of  their  disobedience  to  the 
power,  if  it  be  duly  executed.  The  present  instrument  is 
of  the  same  nature.  [  Wightmariy  J. — Then  you  contend 
that,  if  a  majority  sign,  it  would  be  bad  imless  the  no- 
tice states,  on  the  face  of  it,  that  the  majority  have 
signed?]  Yes.  Lord  Ellenboroughy  in  his  judgment 
above  cited,  goes  on  to  say, — "  It  is  also  a  general  prin- 
ciple of  law,  wherever  a  power  is  given  to  any  particular 
persons  to  do  any  written  act  in  any  particular  manner, 
or  under  certain  particular  circumstances,  whether  it  be 
to  parish  officers  or  magbtrates,  to  grant  certificates 
under  which,  if  duly  executed,  other  persons,  especially 
public  officers,  are  bound  to  act,  or  to  grant  warrants,  or 
make  orders,  that  their  authority  must  appear  upon  the 
instrument  itself"  "  Otherwise  the  certificate,  warrant 
or  order,  is  not  obligatory,  but  void."  \^Coleridgey  J. — 
Suppose  it  were  signed  by  the  attorney  for  the  parish 
officers.]  Perhaps  that  would  be  sufficient,  if  the  no- 
tice, on  the  face  of  it,  purported  to  be  so  signed  by  him 
on  behalf  of  the  body  of  the  parish  officers.  The  prin- 
ciple recognised  in  Furze  v.  Sharwood  (d)  applies ;  there 
it  was  held,  that  a  notice  of  dishonour  of  a  bill  of  ex- 

(a)  6  A.  &  £.  873.  (c)  6  M.  &  S.  319. 

(i)  7  A.  &  £.  480.  (d)  2  Q.  B.  R.  388. 

D  2 


36  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1844.         change  must  appear  to  be  given  by  the  holder,  and  that 
The  Qucbn    a  mere  notice  that  the  bill  had  been  dishonoured  would 
Inhabitonta  of  ^  '^^     [Colericlffe,  J. — Two  notices  are  mentioned  in 
Wkstburt.    the  seventy-ninth  section  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment 
Act     The  second  there  spoken  of  is  to  be  "  in  toritinffy 
under  the  hands  ^  of  the  parish  officers,  and  that  accom- 
panies no  act  to  be  done  by  them.     The  other,  which  is 
the  notice  now  in  question,  is  not  required  to  be  under 
the  hands  of  the  officers,  and  that  accompanies  an  act  to 
be  done,  namely,  sending  the  examinations  and  notice 
of  chargeability :  that  would  seem  to  put  the  two  no- 
tices on  different  grounds.]     The  principle  laid  down 
in  Rex  v.  Austrey  {a)  equally  applies  in  both  cases.     A 
written  act  is  equally  required. 

As  to  the  second  question,  if  this  notice  be  held  suf- 
cient,  any  statement  of  chargeability,  if  sent  from  the 
respondent  parish,  would  be  good.  Subsequent  to  the 
complaint  to  be  made  in  the  first  instance,  and  the  or- 
der of  removal  which  follows,  the  statute  has  interposed 
another  act  to  be  done  by  the  parish  officers,  as  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  removal  of  a  pauper,  namely, 
that  they  should  send  notice  of  chargeability ;  here  only 
three  parish  officers  out  of  six  are  shewn  to  have  known 
anything  about  the  order  having  been  obtained,  and  it 
may  well  have  been  that  the  other  three  were  ignorant 
of  the  whole  proceeding,  or  even  dissentient.  [He  was 
here  stopped  by  the  Court,] 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  do  not  think  that  we  are 
bound,  in  this  case,  to  enter  into  the  question  of  the 
form  of  the  notice.  It  is  quite  clear  that  it  should  be 
the  act  of  the  majority ;  but  here  it  is  proved  that  three 
only  of  the  parish  officers  signed  this  notice,  and  that 
there  were  six  officers  in  the  parish  authorised  to  send 
such  notices,  so  that  it  is  proved  that  the  notice  was  not 

(a)  GM.&S.  319. 
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sent  by  the  authority  of  the  majority ;  the  consequence  ^1844.  ^ 

is,  that  the  acts  required  by  the  statute  to  be  done  have  Thb  Qubbm 

not  been  complied  with;  the  objection,  therefore,  to  this  inhabitants  of 

notice  appears  to  me  to  be  good,  and  must  prevail  Westbury. 

Patteson,  J. — The  act  of  the  overseers,  or  other 
officers  of  a  parish,  must  be  the  act  of  the  majority  of 
those  overseers  or  officers.*  How  that  fact  is  to  be 
shewn  may,  perhaps,  be  the  subject  of  dispute,  but  it 
must  be  shewn ;  here  it  is  not  shewn  in  any  way  to  be 
the  act  of  the  majority. 

CoLERmoE,  J. — I  quite  agree  with  the  rest  of  the 
Court,  and  for  the  reasons  stated  by  my  Lord  Chief 
Justice,  and  my  Brother  Patteson,  I  shall,  therefore, 
only  add,  that  we  do  not  wish  to  encourage  the  adoption 
of  any  form  of  notice,  except  that  which  is  in  strict 
conformity  with  what  the  act  of  Parliament  requires. 
I  should  be  sorry  if  any  thing  which  has  fallen  firom  me 
in  the  course  of  the  argument  should  appear  to  lead  to 
a  diffisrent  conclusion.  Here  there  were  six  overseers ; 
the  notice  of  appeal  was  given  only  by  three,  but  there 
might  have  been  a  notice  of  abandonment  by  the  other 
three.  Under  such  circumstances  great  inconvenience 
might  ariae  in  determining  what  were  the  real  senti- 
ments  of  the  majority  of  the  body. 

WiOHTMAN,  J* — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  statute  requires  the  notice  to  be  sent  by  the  over- 
seers or  guardians :  it  could  only  be  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  that  the  notice  was  sent ;  and,  by  the  statute,  it 
could  not  be  good,  if  it  proceeded  only  from  less  than  & 
majority  of  the  body.  It  should,  therefore,  be  shewn  to 
come  from  the  majority  of  the  officers,  otherwise  the  incon- 
venience suggested  by  my  Brother  Coleridge  might  arise* 

Order  of  sessions  quashed^ 
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January  2Qth.  In  the  Matter  of  Ormerod. 

The  Stat.  X  HIS  was  an  application  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus, 

8.  afgivM  ium-  to  bring  up  the  body  of  Ely  Ormerod,  a  prisoner  in  the 
mary  junadic-    house  of  correction   at  Preston,  in  Lancashire.     The 

tiOD  to  magis-  ' 

tratea  oTer  ser-  application  was  made  on  an  affidavit  sworn  by  the  pri- 

bandiy,  arti-  souer,  by  which  it  appeared,  that  he  had  contracted  to 

printer,  h^di-  ^^^  Messrs.  Hargreaves  and  partners,  calico-printers, 

craftsman,  ,-,j  ^^  ^^.^  ^^  mystery  of  a  "pattern  designer. ^^     The 

laboarer,  or  prisoner  was  apprehended  on  the  2l8t  of  December, 

who,  haviDg  1843,  and  conveyed  before  two  justices,  and  by  them 
amartei^shiu'  convicted,  and  sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  the  house 

be  guilty  of  of  correction  for  three  months  to  hard  labour.     The 

any  miscon-  ,  />      i  •  i 

duct  or  misde-   warrant  of  comnutment,  a  copy  of  which  was  appended 

meanor  in  the      .      .i        /v*i      ^j.  '^  n 

execution  of  ^  *"®  affidavit,  was  as  follows : — 
jye«,'thata  ~  "  Lancashire,  to  wit. — To  the  constables,  &c. 
th^*t^*'^V  ^  "  Herewith  we  send  you  the  body  of  Ely  Ormerod, 
calico-printer,  who  was  this  day  brought  before  us  &c.,  being  charged 
within  that  upon  the  oath  of  Robert  Hargreaves,  of  &c.,  for  that  he 
l*!tJ^to?<^m.  *^^  ^^  Ely  Ormerod  did,  on  the  15th  of  September, 
mitment  under   1842,  at  &c..  Contract  with  the  said  Robert  Hargreaves, 

the  3rd  section,  '         ,     '  ,  /. 

which  steted      to  serve  him  as  a  designer,  for  the  term  of—,  from  &c., 

that  **  F*   O 

had  contracted  to  &c. ;  and  that  the  said  Ely  Ormerod,  having  entered 
J^^!^^"  *  upon  such  service  accordingly,  afterwards,  and  whilst  he 
without  using     was  in  such  service,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  was  (in  the 

any  of  the 

words  of  the  execution  of  the  said  contract,  and  otherwise  respecting 
held  sufficient.    *^®  same)  guilty  of  divers  miscarriages,  misdemeanors, 

misconduct,  and  ill-behaviour,  and  particularly  was  then 
and  there  guilty  of  certain  misconduct,  by  then  and 
there  unlawfully  copying  and  embezzling  certain  pat- 
terns used  in  calico-printing,  and  burning  or  otherwise 
destroying  certain  other  patterns  of  the  description  afore- 
said, the  property  of  his  said  master,  against  the  form  of 
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bate  &C.     And  we  the  said  justices  having  con- 

the  said  Ely  Ormerod  of  the  said  offence,  and  ad-         in  re 
him  to  be  committed  to  the  said  house  of  cor-  **®"* 

in  Preston  aforesaid,  for  the  period  of  three 

I,  and  during  such  time  to  be  kept  to  hard  kbour 

ese  are  therefore,  in  her  Majesty's  name  ftc" 

gham,  for  the  prisoner  (a)  .—The  conviction  ap- 
to  be  framed  under  the  4  Geo.  4,  c«  34,  s.  3^ 
nnot  properly  be  supported  by  that  act.  The 
ection  enacts,  "  That  if  any  servant  in  husbandry, 
'  artificer,  calico-printer,  handicraftsman,  miner, 

&c.,  labourer,  or  other  person,  shall  contract  with 
rson  whomsoever,  to  serve  him  for  any  time  what- 

or  in  any  other  manner,  and  shall  not  enter  into 
rice,  or,  having  entered,  shall  absent  himself  be- 
le  term  of  his  contract  shall  be  completed,  or 
t  to  fulfil  the  same,  or  be  guilty  of  any  other  mis- 
it  or  misdemeanor  in  the  execution  thereof,  the 
ly  upon  complaint  &c.,  may  issue  their  warrant  to 
end  such  servant  in  husbandry  &c.,  examine  into 
mplaint  &c.,  and  commit  to  hard  labour,  for  a 
)t  exceeding  three  months."  The  word  "designer" 

mentioned,  nor  any  other  under  which  a  "  de- 
"  can  be  brought  A  "designer"  does  not  assist 
raving  the  productions  of  his  pencil,  and  so  he  is 
re  to  be  considered  an  artificer  or  handicraftsman 
course  of  the  manufacture  of  the  goods,  than  an 
ct  could  be  regarded  as  a  labourer  in  the  building 
>use.  All  the  terms  used  in  the  act  seem  to  de- 
ersons  employed  in  some  manual  labour. — [He 
ontendcd,  that  the  warrant  of  commitment  was 
I  it  contained  none  of  the  words  used  in  the  Bta- 

(a)  January  25th,  before  WiUtanu^  J. 
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1844.  tute  under  which  it  purported  to  have  been  made ;  and 

In  re  cited  BramweU  v.  Penneck  (o).] 
Orm  erod.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 


Williams,  J. — I  cannot  conceive  that  the  term  **  ar- 
tificer "  is  applicable  only  where  manual  labour  is  used. 
This  person  sets  the  whole  establishment  at  work,  and 
so  he  may  fairly  be  considered  an  artificer,  as  contri- 
buting>  and  importantly,  to  the  printing  of  calico.  As 
to  the  second  point,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  in  Bram- 
weU V.  Penneck  {a)  the  Court  thought  the  facts  of  the 
case  did  not  bring  the  party  within  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment. Here  the  warrant  of  commitment  does  shew 
facts  which  bring  the  prisoner  within  the  act;  and  even 
if  he  be  not  an  "  artificer,"  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  he 
does  not  come  within  the  words  "  other  person,"  men- 
tioned in  the  third  section* 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  7  B.  &  C.  55C. 


January  27th.  The  Queen  v.  The  Lord  Mayor  of  London. 

The  statute  xN  this  case  Keify  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi^  calling 
c.ri4,  entitling  ^P^^  *^®  Lord  Mayor  of  London  to  shew  cause  why  a 
"  persons  held  mandamus  should  not  issue,  directed  to  him,  conunand- 

to  hail,  or  com-  ,        _  .  ,  ^,^    ^ 

mitted  to  pri-  mg  him  to  deliver  to  Joshua  Fletcher,  or  W.  C.  Hum- 

o^ice^a^nst  pJ^reys>  tis  attorney,  copies  of  the  examinations  of  the 

oopi^^of^  witnesses  respectively,  upon  whose  depositions  he,  the 

depositions  said  Joshua  Fletcher,  had  been  from  time  to  time  and 

upon  which 
they  haTC  heen 

held  to  bail  or  committed  to  prison ,  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  prisoners  committed  for 
re-examination,  bat  only  to  those  who  have  been  fally  committed  for  trial. 
The  deposition  of  every  witness  should  be  signed  at  the  time  when  it  is  taken. 
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then  stood  committed  to  prison  to  the  custody  of  the  ^^^'  . 

keeper  of  Glltspur-street  prison,  according  to  the  form  Thb  Qubbn 

of  the  statute.     It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  on  which  xhe'LoRD 

the  nile  was  obtamed,  that  Fletcher  had  been  committed  Mayor 

^01  LiONDON. 

on  the  9th  of  January  laat,  on  the  following  warrant : — 
"  To  all  and  every  the  constables  of  the  police  force  of 

the  city  of  London,  and  the  liberties  thereof,  and  to 

the  keeper  of  the  Giltspur-street  prison. 
"  London,  to  wit. — These  are  in  her  Majesty's  name 
to  conimand  you  and  every  of  you  safely  to  convey  and  • 
deliver  into  the  custody  of  the  said  keeper  the  bodies  of 
William  Henry  Barber  and  Joshua  Fletcher,  they  being 
charged  before  me,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
pca<^  in  and  for  the  said  city  and  liberties,  by  the  oath 
of  Ann  Slack  and  others,  with  feloniously  forging  and 
uttering  a  certain  testamentary  writing,  purporting  to 
be  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said  Ann  Slack, 
with  intent  to  defraud  our  Lady  the  Queen,  against  the 
statute  and  peace :  whom  you  the  siud  keeper  are  hereby 
required  to  receive,  and  them  in  your  custody  safely  keep 
until  Monday,  the  22nd  instant,  and  then  to  be  brought 
before  me  or  such  other  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace  as  shall  be  then  sitting  at  the  justice  room.  Man- 
sion House,  in  the  said  city,  for  further  examination ; 
^d  for  your  so  doing,  this  shall  be  to  you  and  each  of 
you  a  sufficient  warrant.  Given  under  my  hand  and 
seal,  this  9th  day  of  January,  1844. 

"  William  Magnay,  Mayor." 

'That,  after  this  commitment,  the  prisoner  had  been 
several  times  brought  up  before  the  Lord  Mayor  for  re- 
exammation,  and  re-committed  for  further  examination. 
There  had  been  no  final  commitment  for  trial.  That,  on 
the  18th  of  January,  a  written  application  was  made  by 
Fletcher  to  the  Lord  Mayor  for  a  copy  of  the  deposi- 
tions, which  was  refused,  on  the  ground,  that^  not  having 
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been  fully  oommitted  for  trial>  he  was  not  entitled  to  a 
copy  thereof  (a). 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  Attorney-General,  and  R.  V.  Richards, 
shewed  cause. — The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether 
the  3rd  sect  of  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c  1 14,  (Prisoners'  Counsel 
Act),  applies  from  time  to  time  to  all  stages  of  examin- 
ations as  they  are  taken,  or  whether  that  section  is  to  be 
confined  to  the  entire  depositions  when  a  party  is  finally 
oommitted  for  trial.  The  object  of  the  act  was,  to  en- 
able a  prisoner,  at  the  time  of  his  trial,  to  make  his  de- 
fence by  counsel;  but  it  never  was  intended,  pending  an 


(a)  The  stat  6  &  7  Wijl.  4, 
c.  114,  intituled  **  An  act  for  en- 
abling persons  indicted  of  felony 
to  make  their  defence  by  counsel 
or  attorney." 

Sect.  1,  reciting  that  ^'it  is  just 
and  reasonable  that  persons  ac- 
cused of  offences  against  the  law 
should  be  enabled  to  make  their 
full  answer  and  defence  to  all 
that  is  alleged  against  them," 
enacts,  "That,  from  and  after  tbe 
1st  October,  1886,  all  persons 
tried  for  felonies  shall  be  admit- 
ted, after  the  close  of  the  case  for 
the  prosecution,  to  make  full 
answer  and  defence  thereto,  by 
coimsel  learned  in  the  law,  or  by 
attorney  in  courts  where  attor- 
nies  practise  as  counsel." 

Sect  8.  ''That  all  persons  who, 
after  the  passing  of  this  act,  shall 
be  held  to  bail,  or  committed  to 
prison  for  any  offence  against  the 
law,  shall  be  entitled  to  require 
and  have  on  demand  (from  the 
person  who  shall  have  the  lawful 
custody  thereof,  and  who  is  hereby 
required  to  deliver  the  same) 
copies  of  the  examinations  of  the 


witnesses  respectively  upon  whose 
depositions  they  have  been  so 
held  to  bail  or  committed  to  pri- 
son, on  payment  of  a  reasonable 
sum  for  the  same,  not  exceeding 
three  halfpence  for  each  folio  of 
ninety  words."  Proviso,  "that  if 
such  demand  shall  not  be  made 
before  the  day  appointed  for  the 
commencement  of  the  assize  or 
sessions  at  which  the  trial  of  the 
person  on  whose  behalf  such  de- 
mand shall  be  made  is  to  take 
place,  such  person  shall  not  be 
entitled  to  have  any  copy  of  such 
examination  of  witnesses,  unless 
the  Judge,  or  other  person  to  pre- 
side at  such  trial,  shall  be  of  opi- 
nion that  such  copy  may  be  made 
and  delivered  without  delay  or 
inconvenience  to  such  trial ;  but 
it  shall  nevertheless  be  compe- 
tent for  such  Judge,  or  other  per- 
son so  to  preside  at  such  trial,  if 
he  shall  think  fit,  to  postpone 
such  trial,  on  account  of  such 
copy  of  the  examination  of  wit- 
nesses not  having  been  previously 
had  by  the  party  charged." 
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qnlry,  and  before  commitment,  to  give  to  a  prisoner  a 
<py  of  the  depositions,  which,  it  may  be,  are  only  par- 
iUy  taken.  In  this  case,  the  prisoner  is  not  committed 
for  any  offence,"  but  "for  further  examination;"  and, 
erefbre,  that  section  does  not  apply.  The  act,  more- 
'er^  must  be  taken  to  be  in  pari  materia  with  the  7 
eo.  4,  c  64,  and  both  must  be  construed  together. 
he  second  section  of  that  statute  enacts,  *^  That  the  jus- 
ye  or  justices,  before  he  or  they  shall  commit  to  prison 
ly  person  arrested  for  felony,  or  on  suspicion  of  felony, 
lall  take  the  examination  of  such  person,  and  the  infor- 
ation^  upon  oath,  of  those  who  know  the  facts  and  dr- 
imstances  of  the  case,  and  shall  put  the  same,  or  as 
.ucb  thereof  as  shall  be  material,  into  writing ;  and 
ich  justice  or  justices  respectively  shall  subscribe  all 
ich  examinations,  informations,  &c.,  and  deliver,  or 
luse  the  same  to  be  delivered,  to  the  proper  oflScer  of 
le  Court  in  which  the  trial  is  to  be,  before  or  at  the 
3ening  of  the  Court."  From  which  the  intention  of 
le  legislature  appears  to  be,  that  the  depositions  should 
3  signed  by  the  magistrate,  and  handed  over  to  the 
roper  officer  of  the  Court  where  the  trial  is  to  take 
lace,  when  and  not  before  the  person  accused  has  been 
>niinitted  for  trial ;  that  then  a  copy  of  the  depositions 
lay  be  demanded  from  the  officer  into  whose  custody 
ley  are  handed  over,  and  by  him  supplied  to  the  per- 
)n  demanding  them.  This  course  is  consistent  with 
de  usual  practice,  and  shews  that  the  demand  on  the 
•resent  occasion  is  irregular. 


1844. 


Thb  Qubbn 

9. 

The  Lord 

Mayor 

of  London. 


Kelly  and  Ballantine,  contra. — The  object  of  the  act 
>f  Parliament  can  be  ascertained  only  from  the  express 
v^ords ;  and  in  this  case  they  fully  entitle  the  prisoner  to 
i  copy  of  the  depositions  at  this  stage  of  his  case.  AU 
persons  accused  are  to  have  the  means  of  preparing  for 
their  defence ;  and  a  person  is  preparing  for  his  defence 


r» 
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as  much  in  an  earlier  as  a  later  stage  of  the  proceedings 
against  him.  The  preamble  of  the  act  shews  that  it  ap- 
plies to  such  a  case  as  the  present ;  and,  if  that  were  not 
sufficient,  the  words  of  the  third  section  are  amply  laige 
enough  to  authorise  the  demand  now  made.  The  words 
'^committed  to  prison''  are  there  used;  and  it  cannot 
fairly  be  said  that  a  person  committed  to  prison  for  ten 
days,  is  less  committed  than  one  whose  commitment  ter- 
minates with  his  trial  The  use  of  the  word  '*  remand* 
ed"  (a  term  not  recognised  by  the  law)  does  not  prove 
the  prisoner  has  not  been  "  committed.'^  And  the  war- 
rant shews,  affirmatively,  that  here  there  has  been  a 
commitment.  The  only  difference  between  the  instm 
ment  in  this  case,  and  a  final  commitment,  is  the  i 
duction  of  the  words  "  for  further  examination.''  But 
there  is  nothing  in  the  act  of  Parliament  to  shew  that 
its  provisions  are  limited  to  any  particular  sort  of  com- 
mitment. The  prisoner  is  committed  "for  the  offence" 
now  as  much  as  when  he  is  finally  committed ;  for  in 
neither  case  is  he  really  imprisoned  for  the  offence,  but 
only  on  suspicion  of  it  In  Hale's  Pleas  of  the  Crown  (a), 
the  word  "  commitment"  is  used  without  qualification 
when  it  clearly  applies  to  commitment  for  further  exa- 
mination. "  Where  a  party  thus  arrested  for  felony  is 
brought  to  a  justice  of  peace,  he  must  either  dischaige, 
or  commit^  or  bail  him."  "  And  in  case  the  informa- 
tions or  examinations  cannot  be  taken  directly,  the  pri- 
soner may  be  continued  in  the  custody  of  the  officer,  or 
detained  in  the  justice's  house,  or  committed  to  some 
safe  place  of  custody: "  Davis  v.  Capper  {b).  All  which 
methods  of  disposing  of  ti  prisoner  are  mentioned  under 
the  head  of  commitment,  and  treated  as  commitments. 

The  inconvenience  and  injustice  which  it  is  said 
would  arise  from  granting  the  application  are  not  so 


(a)  2  Hale  P.  C.  120. 


(b)  10B.&C.  28. 
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great  as  might  ensue  from  refusing  it.  Evidence  given 
in  one  continuous  statement  might  possibly  cause  a 
case  to  appear  stronger  against  a  prisoner  than  if  taken 
piecemeal:  or^  supposing  one  of  the  witnesses  were  to 
Abscond,  or  to  die,  without  having  signed  his  deposi- 
tion, the  prisoner  in  that  case  might  be  prevented  from 
Tiiaking  use  of  it,  however  material  to  prove  his  in- 
nocence; and  hence  the  necessity  for  having  the  depo- 
sitions signed,  from  time  to  time,  as  they  are  taken, 
and  not,  as  is  contended  on  the  other  side,  when  the 
prisoner  is  finally  sent  to  prison  for  trial  In  many 
€SStiseSy  the  first  examination  of  a  prisoner  is  not  attended 
\}j  counsel;  and  it  may  be  most  convenient,  on  the 
second  hearing,  that  a  copy  of  the  evidence  given  at  the 
£r8t  should  be  supplied  for  the  instruction  of  counsel 
^who  may  then  be  attending.  At  all  events,  if  there  be 
any  doubt  about  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  Parliament, 
^e  Court  will,  in  a  criminal  proceeding  like  the  present, 
eonstrue  it  favourably  for  the  prisoner. 
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Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  this  rule 
xnust  be  discharged.  In  the  first  place,  I  think  the  pre- 
amble shews  that  the  object  of  the  act,  as  stated  in  the 
Uitle  and  preamble,  is  confined  to  enabling  the  prisoner 
"to  make  a  full  defence  by  coimsel — ^in  other  words,  fully 
%o  defend  himself  at  the  trial.  When,  therefore,  the  act 
is  said  to  mean  that  the  prisoner  should  be  enabled  to 
make  a  full  defence,  it  does  not  mean  that  the  magistrate 
«houId  try  the  case  on  both  sides,  and  see  the  charge 
established  or  disproved.  It  never  was  intended  to  give 
the  ma^strate  any  such  power,  and  it  would  be  most 
xnischievous  if  it  had  been  intended.  The  words  which, 
in  the  first  instance,  had  created  some  doubt  in  my 
siind,  were  those  which  related  to  the  person  who  was 
to  have  the  custody  of  those  depositions;  but,  on  further 
consideration,  I  do  not  feel  that  there  is  much  doubt  in 
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1844.        the  matter.     The  demand  was  made>  but  it  was  nol 
Thb  Qubbn    made  on  behalf  of  a  person  who  had  been  committed  for 


The  Lord      ^^7  offence.     It  could  not  be  said  that  he  was  in  that 

Mayor       position  until  the  magistrate  had  finally  committed  him 
of  London.     ^  *    °  -^ 

for  trial,— until  the  discretion  of  the  magistrate  had  been 
exercised  on  the  question,  whether  the  circumstan* 
against  the  prisoner  were  such  as  to  induce  him  to 
that  enough  existed  to  call  on  the  prisoner  for  his  de 
fence  before  a  jury.     I  will  only  add,  that  it  must  no 
be  assumed  that  we  approve  of  the  absence  of  signature 
to  the  depositions :  it  is  the  magistrate's  duty  to  tak< 
care  that  the  deposition  of  every  witness  is  signed  ai 
the  time  when  it  is  taken. 


Patteson,  J. — An  argument  has  been  drawn  in 
case  from  the  preamble  of  the  statute,  which  satisfies  m 
that  the  words  here  confine  the  application  of  the  statute 
to  a  conmiittal  for  trial  It  is  impossible  to  read  the 
words  of  the  act  without  coming  to  that  conclusion.  In 
the  first  place,  it  is  clear  that  the  phrase,  ^^  in  order  to 
enable  prisoners  to  make  a  full  defence  by  counsel,^'  ap- 
plies, and  applies  only,  to  a  defence  at  the  time  of  trial 
This  person  is  not,  within  the  words  of  the  statute,  com- 
mitted for  an  ofience  until  he  is  committed  for  trial.  He 
may  then  demand  copies  of  the  depositions,  for  he  will 
then  be  in  the  situation  in  which  the  statute  intended  to 
give  him  the  advantage  of  this  newly  created  privilege. 
Till  that  time  he  is  not  committed  for  the  ofience,  but 
only  for  further  investigation. 

CoLlSRiDOE,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  question  here  is,  undoubtedly,  one  of  considerable 
importance;  and  if  the  argument  in  support  of  this  rule 
can  be  sustained,  some  most  serious  consequences  will 
follow.  If  this  case  comes  within  the  act  of  Parliament, 
the  magistrate  would  have  no  discretion  to  take  a  middle 
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course,  bat  would  at  once  dismiss  a  charge  or  commit 
the  prisoner.    But,  in  many  cases,  there  are  more  pri- 
soners than  one ;  some  are  in  custody,  others  are  not, 
and  it  may  be  necessary  in  such  a  case  to  commit  for 
further  examination  those  who  are  in  custody,  and  in 
such  a  case  the  granting  of  copies  of  the  depositions 
might  be  most  dangerous  for  the  cause  of  justice.     I 
should  imagine  that  the  third  section  of  the  act  had  been 
first  inserted  afler  the  two  others  had  been  fully  framed. 
In  the  course  of  the  argument  reliance  was  placed  on 
the  preamble  of  the  first  section,  and  the  presence  of  the 
words  "  a  full  answer  and  defence,^^  and  the  absence  of 
the  word  "  trial  f^  but  these  words  occur  in  the  enacting 
part  of  the  same  section,  and  we  must  construe  one  part 
with  reference  to  the  other.     It  is  well  known,  that,  to 
enable  a  prisoner  to  make  a  full  defence  to  a  charge  is  a 
principle  of  our  law,  but  that  principle  is  in  the  act  con- 
fined to  the  trial   What  is  the  enacting  part  of  the  sec- 
tion ?    It  is,  all  persons  "  tried  for  felonies.^    I  hope  that 
it  will  neyer  be  considered  that  these  words  may  be 
«itisfied  by  the  parties  being  taken  before  a  magistrate. 
Then  agidn,  there  is  a  provision,  that  these  things  shall 
l)e  admitted  ^'  at  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecu- 
iion.^'     This  phrase  cannot  leave  any  doubt  as  to  the 
meaning  of  the  legislature.     The  prisoner  cannot  claim 
in  this  case  any  benefit  from  these  words.    The  question 
therefore,  turns  wholly  on  the  words  of  the  third  section ; 
and  if  so,  it  is  reduced  to  this  short  point,  whether  this 
Ib  a  committal  of  a  person  for  an  ofience.    I  answer  that 
it  is  not  so.     The  person  who  is  within  this  statute  is 
entitled  to  have  these  copies  on  demand.    Now,  what  is 
a  demand?     It  is  important  to  answer  this  question,  for 
the  phrase  is  repeatied  in  the  following  part  of  the  sen- 
tence ;   and  when  you  find  the  expression   **  such  rfe- 
mandy^  it  is  dear  that  the  second  expression  has  reference 
to  the  first.     It  is  provided,  that,  if  "  such  demand^ 
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should  not  be  made  before  the  first  day  of  the  session^ 
the  party  loses  the  right  to  a  copy  of  the  depoeitioiis. 
This  part  of  the  section^  therefore,  clearly  refers  to  the 
time  when  the  party  has  been  conunit  J  for  trial,  tiU 
which  time  his  right  to  demand  does  not  arise.  This  is 
what  appears  to  me  to  be  the  fair  construction  of  the 
words,  and  is  what  seems  to  be  the  only  proper  conclu- 
sion to  be  drawn  from  the  expressions  used  by  the  le* 
gislature.  If  any  other  construction  is  adopted,  it  would 
be  immaterial  whether  the  magistrate  committed  the  pri- 
soner  or  discharged  him, — a  consequence  which  surely 
cannot  be  contended  for.  Suppose  the  man  discharged,  ^c ^9 
is  he  entitled  to  have  copies  of  the  depositions,  in  order,  .^-^^f 
in  the  words  of  the  statute,  to  enable  him  to  make  a  fulLC-U 
defence  by  counsel  ?  I  think  not.  So  that,  looking  aU^^^^ 
this  section,  or  considering  what  the  l^islature  con-^ — ^-^- 
templated,  it  is  equally  clear  that  this  application  cannot^:^'^^ 
be  supported. 


WiGHTMAN,  J. — The  preamble  and  title  of  the  act, 
so  far  as  any  inference  can  be  drawn  from  them,  shew 
that  the  act  applies  to  the  making  a  defence  at  the  trial, 
and  the  third  section  does  not  carry  it  further  than  that 
The  section  does  not  apply  to  a  person  committed  for 
further  examination.  A  person  so  committed  is  not, 
properly  speaking,  conmiitted  for  any  offence  against  the 
law,  but  for  the  purpose  of  being  again  examined  to 
see  whether  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  he  has  com- 
mitted one.     This  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


MJ 
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1844. 

The  Queen  v.  Roger  Nunn  and  Henry  Vint,  Esquires.  January  ^7th, 

XN  Michaelmas  Term,  Wordsworth  had  obtained  a  rule  The  affidavit  of 
nisi,  calling  upon  the  defendants,  two  of  the  keepers  of  ticc  of  an  ap- 
the  peace,  and  justices  in  and  for  the  borough  of  Col-  Jelti^^'to* 
cheater.  In  the  coimty  of  Essex,  to  shew  cause  why  a  remove  an  order 

./»..  .  ..      of  justices,  re- 

wnt  of  certiorari  should  not  issue,  to  remove  into  this  quired,  by 
Court  a  certain  order,  under  their  hands  and  seals,  bear-  g  5^  to  be  given 
mst  date  the  6th  of  May  last,  touching  the  settlement  ^  '^®  i^^^^ 

°  ^  .^  ^  o  making  such 

and  maintenance  of  a  pauper  lunatic.  order,  stated, 

The  affidavit  of  Thomas  Goodwin,  of  service  of  no-  ponent  did,  on 
tice  upon  the  justices,  required  by  13  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  5  (a),  R^N'^EiLiire 

on  which  the  motion  was  founded,  was  as  follows: —        one  of  the  jus- 
tices, &c.,  at 

«  That,  on  Saturday,  the  21st  day  of  October  last,  he  ^^^J^^^^' 

personally  served  a  duplicate  or  counterpart  of  the  said  wual  place  of 

notice  on  the  said  Henry  Vint,  Esq.,  one  of  the  said  the  taid  R,  AT., 

keepers  of  the  peace^  and  a  justice  in  and  for  the  said  ^l^akvpilcaie 

boroufich  of  Colchester,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  at  the  <>'*  counterpart 

°  .  .  0/ the  said  no- 

dwelling-house  of  the  said  Henry  Vint,  at  or  near  the  the  with  W.H„ 

the  medical  at- 
tiitant  qf  the  taidR.  N.^he  the  eaidR.  N.  being  then  ill  in  bed:" — Held  insufficient,  as  it 
did  not  appear  that  the  service  of  the  notice  upon  W.  R.  was  at  the  dwelling-house  of  R.  N. 

(a)  By  the  13th  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  made;    and   unless    it  be   duly 

1. 5,  it  is  enacted,  '*  That  no  writ  proved  upon  oath  that  the  said 

of  certiorari    shall   be    granted,  party  or  parties  suing  forth  the 

issued  forth,  or  allowed,   to  re-  same  hath  or  have  given  six  days* 

move  any  conviction,  judgment,  notice  thereof,  in  writing,  to  the 

order,  or  other  proceedings  had  justice  or  justices,  or  to  two  of 

or  made  before   any  justice  or  them,  (if  so  many  there  be),  by 

justices  of  thepeace  of  any  county,  and   before  whom  such  convic- 

dty,  borough,  town  corporate,  or  tion,  judgment,  order,  or  other 

liberty,  or  the  respective  general  proceedings  shall  be  so  had  or 

or  quarter  sessions  thereof,  un-  made,  to  the  end  that  such  jus- 

less  such  certiorari  be  removed  tice   or  justices,  or   the  parties 

or  applied  for  within  six  calendar  therein    concerned,    may    shew 

months  next  after  such  convic-  cause,  if  he  or  they  shall  so  think 

tion,  judgment,  order,   or  other  fit,  against  the  issuing  or  granting 

proceedings  shall  be  so  had  or  such  certiorari." 

VOL.  I.  E  N.  8.  C. 
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1844.  said  borough  of  Colchester,  and  that,  on  the  same  day, 
Ths  Qukxn  ^^  wit,  &c,  he  also  served  the  said  Roger  Niinn,  Esq., 
Vvm,.  surgeon,  another  &c,  at  the  dwelling-house  and  usual 
place  of  abode  of  him,  the  said  Soger  Nunn,  within  the 
said  borough  of  Colchester,  by  leaving  another  duplicate 
or  counterpart  thereof  with  William  Sogers,  the  medi- 
cal assistant  to  the  siud  Soger  Nunn,  he  the  said  Soger 
Nunn  being  then,  as  the  deponent  was  informed  and  be- 
lieves, ill  in  bed." 

WhUehurst  {Kinglake  with  him)  shewed  cause,  and 
took  a  preliminary  objection,  that  the  necessary  notices 
to  the  justices  had  not  been  duly  given. — The  affidavit 
states,  that  the  notice  was  served  upon  Mr.  Nunn,  at  his 
dwelling-house,  by  leaving  a  copy  with  his  medical 
assistant,  the  said  Mr.  Nunn  then  being  ill  in  bed.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  contend  that  personal  service  is  re- 
quisite, or  that  leaving  the  notice  at  a  man's  dwelling- 
house  with  his  wife  or  servant  would  not  be  sufficient; 
but  it  is  perfectly  consistent  with  this  affidavit,  that  it 
was  lefl  with  the  medical  assistant  in  another  town  or 
county. 

He  was  stopped  by  the  Court,  who  called  on 

Wordsworthy  contra. — It  is  conceded  that  personal  ser- 
vice is  not  required,  and  it  is  impossible  to  conclude, 
from  the  words  of  this  affidavit,  that  the  service  was 
elsewhere  than  at  the  dwelling-house.  It  is  sworn  that 
the  service  was  on  the  justice,  at  his  dwelling-house,  and 
the  particulars  following,  describing  the  mode  of  ser- 
vice, may  be  rejected  as  surplusage. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — We  cannot  reject  part  of  the 
statements  of  an  affidavit  as  surplusage.  This  service  is 
insufficient 

Patteson,  J. — If  we  were  to  hold  this  good  service^ 
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we  ahould  introduce  all  sorts  of  irr^ularities  in  serring        1844. 

notices.  Xhb  Queen 

V, 

WhUehurst  then  applied  for  costs,  citing  Rex  v.  The        Nunn. 
Justices  of  Cambridgeshire  (a),  where  it  appears  that  the 
Court  would  have  given  costs,  if  the  objection  had  been 
taken  earlier.     In  that  case  the  rule  had  been  enlarged, 
to  allow  the  filing  of  fresh  affidavits  on  each  side. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — What  the  Court  would  have 
done  in  a  particular  case  is  no  rule.  We  think  this 
must  be  without  costs. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 

(a)  3  B.  &  Ad.  890. 


In  the  matter  of  Betnolds  and  Another.  January  30«A. 

A.  WRIT  of  habeas  corpus  ciim  causS  had  been  ob-  Under  the 
tained  to  bring  up  the  bodies  of  Henry  Reynolds  and  c.  69,  a  convic- 
Edward  Hodgson,  being  in  the  custody  of  the  gover-  Jj°^  J^'d*^ 
nor  of  the  house  of  correction,  at  Wakefield.     The  go-  fendants  should 
vemor  returned  that  the  prisoners  were  detained  under  cogDisanoes 
the  foUowing  warrant :-  ^i^'ZHia"^ 

«  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  to  wit— At  the  General  '•'^'  ^f^  ., 
Quarter  Sessions  of  the  peace,  &c.  Upon  hearing  the  ting  the  word 
appeal  of  Henry  Reynolds,  of  Kirk  Deighton,  labourer,  was  confirmed 
and  Edwaid  Hodgson,  of  the  same  place,  blacksmith,  ^"otioSto duT- 
imder  the  hands  and  seals  of  Alexander  Brown,  and  charge  the  de- 

Trr»    •  •    •  •      1  •  fendants  under 

William  Williamson  Whittaker,  Esquires,  two  of  her  awritofhabeaa 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  oi^^^^^ 
ridmg,  bearing  date  &c,  at  &c.,  whereby  the  said  H.  ^^2**^^ 
Reynolds  and  E.  Hodgson  were  convicted,  for  that  they  u^g  brought 

up  the  convic- 
tion by  cer- 
tiorari or  by  a  yerified  copy — Held^  that,  the  conviction  not  being  brought  up,  (which  it 
was  tiie  duty  of  the  prosecutor  to  do),  the  commitment  must  be  taken  to  contain  a  correct 
recital  of  the  conviction,  and  that  this  Court  would  take  notice  of  defects  in  the  convic- 
tion, ii  so  recited ;  therefore  the  omission  of  the  word  *'  so"  being  a  defect  in  substance, 
thl  Covrt  discharged  the  prisoners. 

E  2 


Reynolds. 
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1844.  the  said  H.  Reynolds  and  E.  Hodgson,  within  six  calen- 
In  re  dar  months  then  last  past,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  in  the  night  of 
the  same  date,  that  is  to  say,  between  the  first  hour 
after  sunset,  and  the  last  hour  before  sunrise^  on  the  suc- 
ceeding day,  to  wit,  about  the  hour  of  two  o'clock  in 
the  morning  of  the  said  &c.,  at  &c,  by  night  as  afore- 
said, did  imlawfully  and  wilfully  enter  into  certain  in- 
closed land  of  one  Kichard  F.  Wilson,  Esq.,  called  &c., 
there  situate ;  and  were  then  and  there  imlawfully  in 
the  said  land,  each  of  them  with  a  certain  engine  or  in- 
strument, called  a  gun,  for  the  purpose  of  then  and  there 
taking  and  destroying  game,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  &c. ;  and  they  the  said  justices  did  adjudge  the 
said  H.  Sicynolds  and  E.  Hodgson,  for  their  said  first 
offence,  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  house  of  correction  at 
Wakefield,  and  there  kept  to  hard  labour  for  the  period 
of  three  calendar  months,  and,  at  the  expiration  of  such 
period,  to  find  securities  by  recognisances,  each  of  them 
in  the  sum  of  10/.,  and  two  sureties  in  the  sum  of  51. 
each,  or  one  surety  in  the  sum  of  10/.,  conditioned  that 
each  of  them  the  said  H,  Reynolds  and  E,  Hodgson  should 
not  offend  again  for  the  space  of  one  year  then  next  fol- 
lowing ;  and  the  said  justices  further  adjudged  that  each 
of  them  the  said  H.  Keynolds  and  E.  Hodgson,  in  case 
they  should  not  find  such  sureties  as  aforesaid,  should 
be  further  imprisoned  and  kept  to  hard  labour  in  the 
said  house  of  correction  for  the  space  of  six  calendar 
months,  unless  the  said  sureties  should  be  sooner  found: 
it  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  determined  that  the  said 
conviction  be  affirmed,  and  that  the  said  H.  Reynolds 
and  E.  Hodgson  shall,  for  their  first  offence,  be  im- 
prisoned in  the  said  house  of  correction,  and  there  kept 
to  hard  labour  for  the  period  of  three  calendar  months, 
and,  at  the  expiration  of  such  period,  shall  find  securities 
by  recognisance,  each  of  them  in  the  sum  of  lOL,  and 
two  sureties  in  the  sum  of  5L  each,  or  one  surety  in  the 
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sum  of  lOL,  conditioned  that  e€u;h  of  them  the  said  H.  1B44. 
Reynolds  and  E.  Hodgson  shall  not  offend  again  for  the  in  re 
space  of  one  year  then  next  following.  And  it  is  further 
ordered,  adjudged,  and  determined  that  each  of  them 
the  said  H.  Reynolds  and  E.  Hodgson,  in  case  they  shall 
not  find  such  sureties  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  further  im- 
prisoned and  kept  to  hard  labour  in  the  house  of  cor- 
rection for  the  space  of  six  calendar  months,  unless  such 
sureties  shall  be  sooner  found." 

Pashley  now  moved  that  the  return  be  quashed,  and 
the  prisoners  discharged. — This  warrantor  order  of  jus- 
tices is  intended  to  be  made  under  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c  69, 
8.  6,  (Night  Poaching  Act).     It  is  not  a  conviction,  but 
an  order  of  sessions  made  on  appeal ;  it  is  an  affirma- 
tion of  a  conviction.    There  are  several  objections  to  it. 
First,  it  does  not  shew  jurisdiction,  for  the  appeal  is 
called  ^  The  appeal  of  the  prisoners  under  the  hands 
and  seals  of  two  justices,"  which  is  not  intelligible,  and 
does  not  give  the  justices  at  quarter  sessions  jurisdic- 
tion.   That  ought  to  appear  on  an  instrument  of  this  kind 
as  much  as  on  an  original  conviction :  In  re  Peerless  {a). 
Secondly,  the  prisoners  are  required  to  enter  into  re- 
cognisances, conditioned  ^^  that  each  of  them  shall  not 
offend  again,"  the  only  meaning  of  which  words  is,  that, 
if  either  of  them  offend,  the  recognisance  of  the  other 
Would  be  forfeitable,  which  would  not  be  legal.    Thirdly, 
the  description  of  the  offence  is  bad :  the  prisoners  are 
inquired  to  enter  into  recognisances  "  not  to   offend 
again ;"  whereas  it  should  have  been  not  "  so  "  to  offend 


Hall  and  Hchering^  contrd,  were  here  called  on  by 
the  Court. — This  document  appears  on  the  face  of  it  to 

(a)  1  Q.  B.  R.  143. 


54  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1844.  be  a  commltmenti  founded  on  a  conviction  affirmed  on 
In  re  appeal ;  and  it  is  very  doubtful,  on  the  cases  where  a 
RKTN0LD9.  commitment  is  founded  on  a  conviction,  whether  thb 
Court  will  look  at  defects  in  the  commitment  without 
the  conviction  being  brought  before  it.  That  was  done 
In  re  Peerless  (a),  but  there  the  commitment  on  the  fiioe 
of  it  shewed  want  of  jurisdiction,  which  this  does  not 
\Wighimani  J. — Surely  we  may  look  at  this  document 
to  see  whether  the  time  is  stated  with  certainty  during 
which  the  gaoler  is  to  detain  the  defendants  in  custody. 
Here  it  seems  he  has  to  keep  them  for  six  months,  unless 
they  enter  into  recognisances  not  to  offend  at  alL  The 
duration  of  the  imprisonment  is,  therefore,  imcertain,  in 
consequence  of  the  omission  of  the  word  ^^  so,^  which  is 
used  in  the  act  of  Parliament]  If  that  be  a  defect  it 
is  cured  by  the  stat  3  Geo.  4,  c.  23,  s.  3,  which  enacts, 
*^  That  in  all  oases  where  it  appears  by  the  conviction 
that  the  defendant  has  appeared  and  pleaded,  and  the 
merits  have  been  tried,  and  that  the  defendant  has  not 
appealed  against  the  conviction,  where  an  appeal  is  al^ 
lowed,  or,  if  appealed  against,  the  conviction  has  been 
affirmed,  such  conviction  shall  not  afterwards  be  set  aside 
or  vacated  in  consequence  of  any  defect  in  form  what- 
ever, but  the  construction  shall  be  such  a  fair  and  liberal 
construction  as  will  be  agreeable  to  the  justice  of  the 
case;"  and  the  seventh  section  of  the  act  under  which 
the  conviction  was  made  declares,  that  '^  no  conviction 
or  adjudication  made  on  appeal  therefrom  shall  be 
quashed  for  want  of  form,"  ^^  and  no  warrant  of  commit* 
ment  shall  be  held  void  by  reason  of  any  defect  therein, 
provided  it  be  therein  alleged  that  the  party  has  been 
convicted,  and  there  be  a  good  and  valid  conviction  to 
sustain  the  same."  The  conviction  itself  should  be  before 
the  Court,  if  any  objections  are  to  be  taken  to  it;  and  it 
was  competent  for  the  defendants  to  bring  it  here  by 

(a)  1  Q.  B.  R.  143. 


^ 


Rbtnolds. 


HILARY  TERM,  7  VICT.  55 

obtaining  a  copy  of  it,  verified  by  affidavit,  to  which,  at  1 W4. 
common  law,  they  are  entitled :  Rex  v.  MeUor  (a).  [Pa^A-  in  re 
ley  cited  In  re  Fletcher  (i),  and  Regina  v.  Chaney  (c)]. 
{WightmaUy  J. — That  case  is  an  authority  for  our  pre- 
suming the  conviction  to  be  properiy  recited  in  the  com- 
mitment, unless  the  contrary  is  shewn.]  If  the  con- 
viction must  be  taken  to  be  properiy  recited,  the  word 
**  again  **  may  be  held  to  mean  "  in  2^  similar  way/' 

WiOHtMAN,  J. — I  am  of  opinion,  that,  upon  this 
return,  the  prisoners  are  entitled  to  be  discharged  out 
of  custody.  I  think  it  is  the  duty  of  the  prosecutor  to 
bring  up  the  conviction  to  this  Court;  and  that,  in  case 
it  is  not  so  brought  up,  the  warrant  must  be  considered 
to  contain  a  correct  recital  of  it  In  this  case,  even  if 
the  conviction  had  been  so  returned,  I  am  not  sure  that 
it  would  have  cured  the  defects  in  this  warrant;  for  it  is 
the  warrant  which  gives  the  authority  to  the  gaoler  to 
keep  the  prisoners  in  custody,  and  shews  how  long  he  is 
to  detain  them.  In  this  case,  the  warrant  shews  an 
authority  to  detain  them  for  a  much  longer  time  than 
the  law  would  permit.  On  this  point,  however,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  give  an  opinion.  But,  taking  the  warrant 
to  contain  a  true  recital  of  the  conviction,  which  I  think 
I  am  bound  to  do,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  ob- 
jection must  prevail  It  appears  that  the  prisoners  are 
to  be  confined  until  they  find  sureties  '^  not  to  offend 
again."  These  words  must  mean  any  offence  whatever; 
whereas,  by  the  act,  it  should  have  been  until  they  find 
sureties  "  not  so  to  offend  again."  I  do  not  think  any 
such  construction  can  be  given  to  the  word  "  again"  as 
has  been  contended  for,  nor  that  the  defect  is  cured  by 
the  3  Greo.  4,  c.  23,  s.  3.  On  this  point,  therefore,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  prisoners  must  be  discharged. 

The  prisoners  were  discharged. 

(o)  2  DowL  P.  C.  173.  (6)  13  Law  J.,  N.S.,  M.  C.  16. 

(c)  6Dowl.  P.C.281. 
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1844. 


The  Stat.  10 
Geo.  4,  c.  56, 
(Friendly  So- 
cieties  Act), 


January  QOth,  The  QuEEN  against  Richard  Suortridge  and  J,  W, 

RoxBY,  Esquires. 

XN  this  case  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained^  calling  upon 
Kicliard  Shortridge,  and  James  Wardle  Roxby,  Esqrs., 

provide  forthe  *^^  ^^  ^®  justices  in  and  for  the  county  of  Durham, 

to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  issue, 
directed  to  them,  comtnanding  them  to  proceed  to  hear 
and  determine  the  complaint  of  the  South  Shields 
Friendly  Loan  Society,  against  John  Scott,  of  South 
Shields,  labourer,  for  not  paying  the  sum  of  4/.  13*., 


establishment 
of  societies  for 
raising  funds 
for  the  **  mu- 
tual relief  and 
maintenance  of 
the  members, 
their  wives, 
children,  or  ,  ,^i-^  ^  «./»  i    a    o     tf 

other  relations,    pursuant  to  the  stats.    10  iieo.  4,    c.  56,  and  4  &  o 
L^*r»^  Will.  4,  c  40  (a). 

age,  widow- 
hood," &c.     The  Stat.  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  40,  s.  2,  reciting  the  above,  extends  its  provisions 
to  "  any  other  purpose  which  i>  not  illegal.** 

Heldf  that  these  words  are  to  be  understood  with  relation  to  purposes  ejusdem  gene- 
ris with  those  specified  in  the  former  part  of  the  section ;  and,  tnerefore,  that  a  society, 
having  for  its  object  the  loan  of  money  to  its  members,  but  not  by  way  of  charitable  relief, 
(though  not  constituted  under  the  provisions  of  the  Loan  Societies  Acts),  was  not  within 
the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  above  statutes,  so  as  to  require  the  justices  to  enforce 
compliance  with  the  award  of  arbitrators,  provided  by  its  rules  in  case  of  dispute. 


(a)  The  10  Geo.  4,  c.  56,  s.  27, 
enacts,  *'  That,  if  any  matter  in 
dispute  shall  be  referred  to  ar- 
bitration, certain  arbitrators  shall 
be  named  and  elected  at  the  first 
meeting  of  such  society  or  general 
committee  thereof  that  shall  be 
held  after  the  inrolment  of  its 
rules,  none  of  the  said  arbitrators 
being  beneficiaUy  interested,  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  in  the  funds 
of  the  said  society,  of  whom  a 
certain  number,  not  less  than 
three,  shall  be  chosen  by  ballot 
in  each  such  case  of  dispute,  the 
number  of  the  said  arbitrators 
and  mode  of  ballot  being  deter- 
mined by  the  rules  of  each  society 
respectively ;  the  names  of  such 
arbitrators  shall  be  duly  entered 


in  the  book  of  the  said  society  in 
which  the  rules  are  entered  as 
aforesaid;"  *' and  whatever  award 
shall  be  made  by  the  said  arbi- 
trators, or  the  major  part  of  them, 
according  to  the  true  purport  and 
meaning  of  the  rules  of  such  so. 
ciety,  confirmed  by  the  justices, 
according  to  the  directions  of  this 
act,  shall  be  in  the  form  to  this 
act  annexed,  and  shall  be  binding 
and  conclusive  on  all  parties,  and 
shall  be  final  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  without  appeal,  or  being 
subject  to  the  control  of  one  or 
more  justices  of  the  peace,  and 
shall  not  be  removed  or  remove- 
able  into  any  Court  of  law,  or 
restrained  or  restrainable  by  the 
injunction  of  any  Court  of  equity ; 
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The  facts  of  the  case,  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained, 
were  set  out  in  the  affidavit  v>f  John  Strachan^  the  secre- 
tary of  the  society,  and  were  as  follows : — 

The  society  was  established  in  1841,  under  certain 
rules,  which  were  certified,  the  same  year,  by  John  Tidd 
Pratt,  Esq.,  the  barrister  appointed  to  certify  rules  of 
savings'  banks,  and  allowed  and  confirmed  by  an  order 
of  the  justices  at  the  quarter  sessions  for  the  county  of 
Durham. 

Rule  4  provides,  "  That  the  affairs  of  the  society  are 
to  be  conducted  by  a  committee  of  six  members,  viz.  a 
president,  two  trustees,  a  clerk,.and  two  stewards ;  three 
to  be  a  quorum." 

Rule  7.  "  Every  member  is  to  continue  to  pay  into 
the  society,  every  lunar  month,  the  sum  of  10*.  for  each 
Bhare,  and  5«.  for  each  half  share,  together  with  all  inte- 
x-^esty  fines,  and  forfeitures,  until  the  society  shall  be  ter- 
Ddinated;  any  member  neglecting  or  refusing  to  pay  his 
Subscription,  interest,  fines,  and  forfeitures,  at  or  before 


1844. 


Tbr  Queen 

9. 

Sbortridgb. 


<Mid  should  either  of  the  said  par- 
ses in  dispute  refuse  or  neglect 
*(«>  comply  with,  or  conform  to  the 
^eciBion  of  the  said  arbitrators,  or 
^lie  major  part  of  them,  it  shall 
^jnd  may  be  lawful  for  any  one 
jxistice  of  the  peace,  residing 
'^^thin  the  county  within  which 
^%ich  society  shall  be  held,  upon 
^'ood  and  sufficient  proof  being 
^adduced  before  him  of  such  award 
^^aving  been  made,  and  of  the  re- 
^C^isal  of  the  party  to  comply  tliere- 
"^rith,  upon  complaint  made  by 
on  behalf  of  the  party  ag- 
I,  to  summon  the  person 
whom  such  complaint 
^ball  be  made  to  appear  at  a 
^im^  and  place  to  be  named  in 
^Eucb  summons;  and  upon  his  or 
Ver  appearance,   or  in   default 


thereof,  upon  due  proof,  upon 
oath,  of  the  service  of  such  sum- 
mons, any  two  jtuticea  of  the 
peace  may  proceed  to  make  such 
order  thereupon  at  to  them  may 
teem  just;  and  if  the  sum  of 
money  so  awarded,  together  with 
a  sum  for  costs,  not  exceeding 
the  sum  of  ten  shillings,  as  to 
such  justices  shall  seem  meet, 
shall  not  be  immediately  paid, 
then  such  justices  shall,  by  war- 
rant under  their  hands  and  seals, 
cause  such  sum  and  costs  as 
aforesaid  to  be  levied  by  dis- 
tress," &c. 

The  Stat.  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  40, 
s.  7,  provides  a  mode  for  settling 
disputes,  in  case  the  society  re- 
fuse to  grant  arbitrators. 
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1844.  the  third  calling  of  the  roll,  to  be  fined  "  &c.  [The  rule 
Trb  Quben  ^^^^  l^i<l  down  certain  regulations  respecting  defaulters]. 
SHOKTaiDOB  -^^^  ^'  "  Th**^  th®  members  shall  be  entitled  to  the 
sum  of  7L  lOs.  on  a  half  share,  15/.  on  one  share,  SOL 
on  two  shares,  and  15L  on  every  additional  share; 
the  privilege  of  receiving  the  same  to  be  by  drawing 
lots,  or  any  other  manner  the  committee  may  determine. 
No  member  ever  to  be  indebted  to  the  society  more  than 
15L  at  any  one  time.  Every  member  to  pay  interest  at 
the  rate  of  51,  per  cent  per  annum  for  the  money  he 
receives ;  the  payment  of  such  interest  to  commence  the 
first  monthly  meeting  night  after  the  money  had  been 
allotted  to  him,  or  otherwise  obtained,  and  be  continued 
to  be  paid  every  monthly  meeting  night  into  the  society's 
funds,  mitil  such  loan  be  liquidated.  In  case  a  share 
shall  not  at  any  time  be  taken  by  a  member,  it  shall  be 
immediately  ballotted  for,  and,  whomsoever  the  said  loan 
shall  fall  to,  such  member  shall  be  compelled  to  make 
use  of  the  same,  and  shall  pay  all  interest,  fines,  and  for^ 
feitures  which  may  accrue  upon  the  same.  No  member 
to  be  allowed  to  draw  any  money  if  in  arrears." 

Kule  16.  ^^  In  case  of  dispute  between  this  society  and 
any  member  or  person  clauning  on  account  of  a  mem- 
ber, reference  shall  be  made  to  arbitration,  pursuant  to 
Stat.  10  Geo.  4,  c  56,  s.  27.  At  the  first  meeting  of 
the  society,  after  the  inrolment  of  the  rules,  five  arbi- 
trators shall  be  named  and  elected,  none  of  them  being 
directly  or  indirectly  beneficially  interested  in  the  funds 
of  the  society;  and  in  each  case  of  dispute  the  names  of 
the  arbitrators  shall  be  written  on  pieces  of  paper,  and 
placed  in  a  box  or  glass,  and  the  three  whose  names  are 
first  drawn  by  the  complaining  party,  or  by  some  one 
on  his  or  her  behalf,  shall  be  the  arbitrators  to  decide 
the  matter  in  dispute." 

On  the  30th  November,  1841,  John  Scott  became  a 
bon&  fide  member  of  the  society,  and  obtained  a  share^ 


I 
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Talne  15L,  for  which  he  gave  a  joint  promissory  note,         1844. 
with  two  sureties,  as  security  for  the  same.  Tbb  Quxvk 

On  the  19th  of  April,  1843,  John  Scott  was  in  ar- 
rears for  his  contributions,  the  sum  of  42L  13^.,  and,  on 
being  applied  to  by  the  secretary,  refused  payment  A 
notice,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy,  was  then  served 
upon  him : — 

**To  Mr.  John  Scott,  a  member  of  the  Investment 
Friendly  Loan  Society. 
"  Sir, — We,  the  undersigned,  being  three  of  the  arbi- 
trators duly  appointed  in  conformity  with  the  rules  of 
the  Investment  Friendly  Loan  Society,  a  friendly  so- 
dety  duly  inrolled  under  the  provisions  of  an  act  pass- 
ed Sx5.  (4  &  5  Will.  4),  and  duly  chosen  in  manner 
directed  by  the  said  rules,  to  determine  the  matter  in 
£spute  between  you  and  the  trustees  of  the  said  society, 
hereby  require  you  to  appear  personally  before  us,  on 
Tuesday,  the  16th  inst,  at  half-past  eight  o'clock  in  the 
evening,  at  Strachan's  Temperance  Hotel,  when  and 
where  we  shall  meet  to  hear  and  determine  the  said 
matters  in  dispute ;  and  we  hereby  give  you  notice,  that, 
in  case  you  neglect  to  appear  personally  before  us  at 
such  time  and  place,  we  shall  proceed  to  inquire  into 
the  said  matters  in  dispute,  and  to  make  our  award 
thereon  in  the  same  manner  as  if  you  had  personally  ap- 
peared." 

(Signed  by  three  of  the  arbitrators). 

In  pursuance  of  this  notice,  the  arbitrators  met,  and 
on  the  16th  May,  1843,  made  their  award,  ordering, 
that  John  Scott  should  pay  to  the  trustees  of  the  society 
the  sum  of  4/.  13«.,  being  the  arrears  then  due,  on  or  be- 
fore the  17th  day  of  May. 

Notice  of  this  award  was  given  to  Scott,  and  payment 
of  the  sum  demanded,  but  refused  by  him.  In  conse- 
quence of  this  refusal,  a  complaint  was  made  before 
James  Wardle  Roxby,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  who 
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1844.         issued  his  summons,  and  the  case  was  heard  before  the 
ThrQuren     two  defendants,  at  the  petty  sessions,  held  at  South 
Shortridce.    Shields,  on  the  24th  May,  when  the  above  facts  were 
adduced  and  proved,  but  the  justices  refused  to  adjudi- 
cate upon  them. 

The  way  in  which  the  proceedings  of  the  society 
were  conducted,  and  the  reasons  why  Scott  refused  to 
pay  the  sum  demanded,  were  set  forth  in  an  affidavit  of 
one  TumbuU,  who  had  been  president  of  the  society. 

Knowles  and  Atherion  on  the  part  of  Scott,  now 
shewed  cause. — This  application  is  made  under  the  stat. 
10  Geo.  4,  c  5^y  (An  Act  for  regulating  Friendly  So- 
cieties). The  society,  however,  making  this  application 
is  not  a  friendly  society  within  the  meaning  of  that  act; 
and  the  certificate  of  the  barrister,  allowing  their  rules, 
cannot  have  the  effect  of  bringing  it  within  either  of  the 
acts  of  Parliament  which  provide  for  firiendly  societies, 
unless  it  be  such  a  society  as  those  acts  contemplated. 
The  societies  which  the  legislature  had  in  view  when 
the  10  Geo.  4,  c  5^,  was  passed  are  pointed  out  by  the 
second  section  of  that  act,  which  enacts^  ^^  That  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  any  number  of  persons  in  Great  Britidn  or 
Ireland  to  form  themselves  into  and  establish  a  society 
for  the  piupose  of  raising,  from  time  to  time,  by  sub- 
scriptions of  the  several  members  of  every  such  society, 
or  by  voluntary  contributions  or  donations,  a  stock  or 
fund  for  the  mutual  relief  and  maintenance  of  all  and 
every  the  members  thereof,  their  wives  or  children^ 
or  other  relations,  in  sickness,  infancy,  advanced  age, 
widowhood,  or  any  other  natural  state  or  contingency 
whereof  the  occurrence  is  susceptible  of  calculation  by 
way  of  average."  These  words  sufficiently  shew  that 
mutual  relief  of  their  distressed  members  was  the  object 
for  which  societies  within  the  meaning  of  that  act  were 
to  be  established;  and  such  cannot  be  said  to  be  the 
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object  of  the  one  in  question.  The  stat.  4  &  5  Will.  4, 
c  40,  extended  the  provisions  then  existing  for  friendly 
societies^  and  provided  in  the  second  section^  after  reciting 
the  10  Geo.  4,  c  56,  "  That  it  shall  and  may  be  lawftd 
for  any  number  of  persons  in  Great  Britain  and  Ireland 
to  form  themselves  into  and  establish  a  society  under  the 
provisions  of  the  said  recited  act  for  the  mutual  reUef 
and  maintenance  of  all  and  every  the  members  thereof, 
their  wives,  children,  relations,  or  nominees,  in  sickness, 
infancy,  advanced  age,  widowhood,  or  any  other  natural 
state  or  contingency,  whereof  the  occurrence  is  suscep- 
tible of  calculation  by  way  of  average,  or  for  any  other 
purpose  which  is  not  illegaV^  It  will  be  contended  that 
the  concluding  words  will  embrace  such  a  society  as  the 
present.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  these  refer  to  so- 
cieties only  which  are  ejusdem  generis  with  those  before 
specified  in  the  section ;  for,  if  they  were  not  so  con- 
fined, all  loan  societies  might  be  brought  within  those 
words :  in  which  case  there  would  have  been  no  neces- 
sity for  other  acts  of  Parliament  which  have  been  passed 
independently  for  the  protection  of  loan  societies.  It  is 
not  necessaiy  to  contend  that  the  society  in  question  is 
not withm  the  stats.  5k6 Will. 4,  c.  23,  and 3  & 4 Vict 
c  110,  (for  the  establishment  of  loan  societies),  because 
the  provisions  prescribed  by  them  have  not  been  adopted 
here,  nor  are  the  rules  of  this  society  consistent  with 
them.  I^  therefore,  this  mandamus  were  to  be  granted, 
the  magbtrates  on  hearing  the  case  would  refuse  their 
assistance ;  and  this  Court  will  not  grant  a  mandamus, 
where  it  evidently  appears  that  the  party  applying  for  it 
would  be  placed  in  no  better  situation  if  it  were  ob- 
tained :  Regina  v.  The  Northwich  Savings  Bank  (a). 

Secondly,  the  applicants  do  not  bring  themselves  within 
the  rules  which  they  have  obtained,  and  by  which  the 
society  professes  to  be  regulated.   The  27th  sect,  of  stat. 

(a)  9  A.  &  E.  729. 


Shoktbidob. 
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1844.  10  Grea  4,  c  56^  r^ulates  the  mode  by  which  disputes 
Thb  Qubbn  among  the  members  of  friendly  societies  are  to  be  set^ 
tledf  and  the  appointment  of  arbitrators  for  that  pur- 
pose. By  that  section  it  is  enacted,  that  '^  certain  arbi- 
trators shall  be  named  and  elected  at  the  first  meeting  of 
such  society,  or  general  committee  thereof,  that  shall  be 
held  after  the  inrolment  of  its  rules,  none  of  the  said 
arbitrators  being  beneficially  interested,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly^ in  the  funds  of  the  said  society,  of  whom  a  certain 
number,  not  less  than  three,  shall  be  chosen  by  ballot 
in  eadb  such  case  of  dispute,  the  number  of  the  said 
arbitrators  and  mode  of  ballot  being  determined  by  the 
rules  of  each  society  respectively,"  It  was  with  refer- 
ence to  this  section  that  the  16  th  rule  of  the  society  in 
question  was  framed ;  but  it  ought  to  have  been  shewn 
by  the  other  side,  that  the  arbitrators  who  made  the 
award  in  this  case  were  three  out  of  five  appointed  in 
conformity  with  their  own  rule,  which  they  have  not 
shewn.  By  the  7  th  rule  of  the  society,  it  is  provided, 
that  the  whole  amount  subscribed  shall  be  divided  into 
shares,  and  the  shares  then  drawn  by  lot ;  whereas  the 
course  adopted  in  this  instance,  and  sworn  to  be  that 
really  adopted,  was  to  put  the  shares  up  to  auction,  the 
highest  bidder  becoming  the  purchaser.  The  applica- 
tion must  therefoi*e  fail  upon  that  groxmd  also. 

Temple,  contr^ — The  question  which  arises  in  this 
case  has  not  yet  been  settled,  and  it  is  advisable  to  have 
a  decision  of  the  Court  upon  it.  It  is  admitted  that 
this  society  is  not  a  loan  society  within  the  stats.  5  & 
6  Will.  4,  c.  23,  and  3  &  4  Vict  c.  110,  but  it  is  within 
the  statute  for  friendly  societies.  The  difference  be- 
tween the  fiiendly  and  loan  societies'  statutes  is,  tliat 
the  object  of  the  former  is  to  enable  members  to  lend 
money  to  each  other,  of  the  latter,  to  lend  money  to 
persons  who  are  not  members ;  and  the  society  in  ques- 
tion, being  framed  for  the  purpose  of  lending  money  to 
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its  own  members  only,  comes  within  the  protection  of  1844. 
Btats.  10  Geo.  4,  c.  56y  and  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  40.  This  thk  Quebn 
distinction  sufficiently  explains  the  words  "  any  other  shortridgb 
purpose  not  illegal,"  in  the  second  section  of  the  last  act, 
T^hich  seem  to  have  been  introduced  purposely  for  such 
societies  as  this,  and  cannot  embrace  loan  societies, 
which  benefit  other  than  their  own  members,  and  there- 
fore require  independent  acts  of  Parliament.  [Wiffht- 
num,  J. — In  loan  societies  the  members  have  the  pri- 
vilege of  borrowing  money.]  But  strangers  have  the 
same  privilege,  which  is  not  the  case  in  friendly  so- 
cieties. It  is  difficult  to  see  why  the  words  "  any  other 
purpose  not  illegal"  were  introduced  into  the  statute, 
unless  it  was  intended  to  embrace  such  societies  as 
the  present.  At  any  rate,  looking  to  the  rules  of  the 
society  only,  there  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  them  jo 
shew  that  this  is  not  a  friendly  society  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statutes ;  and  the  whole  of  the  facts,  in- 
stead of  being  now  before  the  Court  on  affidavit,  should 
be  heard  by  the  magistrates,  who  might  then  adjudicate 
on  the  case.  To  make  them  do  so  is  the  object  of  this 
application. 

Sir  J,  Baylejfy  who  appeared  for  the  justices,  was  not 
called  upon. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — It  seems  to  me,  that  this  society 
cannot  be  brought  within  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  40.  The 
-words  in  the  section,  ^^  other  purposes  not  illegal,"  must, 
I  think,  refer  to  societies  with  objects  ejusdem  generis 
with  those  before  specified ;  if  they  had  a  more  extended 
meaning,  then  it  would  be  difficult  to  see  why  they 
would  not  embrace  mutual  assurance  and  loan  so- 
cieties, which  are  not  pretended  to  come  within  them, 
and  for  the  protection  of  which  the  legislature  has 
passed  independent  acts  of  Parliament. 

Kule  discharged. 
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January  31*f.  The  QuEEN  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Bidinq 

Yorkshire. 

(Sprotbrough  V,  Attercliffe  ciim  Darnall). 
The  parish  of  S.  jlxN  order  was  made,  January  6th,  1843,  for  the  rem< 

consists  of  two  •%        e*    TT  m  T>    i_  1  •  •/•  J     aI,    • 

townships,  S.     ^^  ^^  ^^^   lumer,  Kebecca  his  wife,  and  their 
and  D.,  each      Walter,  from  the  township  of  Attercliffe  cilm  Damal 

maintaining  its    ,  ^   ^  *-         ^ 

own  poor,  and  in  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  to  the  parish,  to 

overseers.   The  ship,  or  place  of  Sprotbrough,  in  the  said  riding, 

nooveraeer.  ^'^  founded  upon  the  examination  of  the  pauper,  w! 

Against  an  stated  (inter  alia)  that  he  was  legally  settled  at  tl 

order  of  remo-  ,  '  .  . 

▼al  of  a  pauper   township  of  Sprotbrough  by  hiring   and   service  ( 
notice  and     '    o\xi).     The  parish  of  Sprotbrough,  in  fact,  consists 
?^?8^id'by   ^^^  townsliips,  Sprotbrough  and  Cadeby,  each 
the  overseers  of  taining  its  own  poor,  and  having  separate  and  distin 

the  iowfuhip  ,  ox 

overseers.  The  parish  of  Sprotbrough  has  no  oversee; 
The  removing  township  sent  the  notice  of  chargeab: 
lity,  and  a  copy  of  the  order  of  removal  and  examinatio 
to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  totonship  of  Spro 
brough,  and  on  the  17  th  of  March  received  a  notice  o 
J^'^Lte,'*'*'  aPF^>  purporting  to  be  under  the  hands  of  the  churc 
addressed  to  the  wardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Sprotbrough,  an 

overseers  of  the  ^  . 

ioumship  of  S.,  on  behalf  of  that />amA.     The  notice  was  signed  by 
the  pauper^t      Wood,  who  was  one  of  the  churchwardens  of  the  parish  o 

the  trial  of  the 

appeal  of  which 

you  have  given  us  notice."     It  did  not  appear  that  this  notice  was  produced  at  ih< 

trial  of  the  appeal. 

At  the  trial,  the  appellants  were  called  upon  to  prove  their  notice  and  grounds  of  a; 
peal.    An  objection  was  then  taken  to  the  notice,  as  purporting  to  have  been  given    __ 
the  overseers  of  the  parish  instead  of  the  township.     Pending  the  argument  the  appel^ — 
lants  applied  to  respite  the  appeal,  which  was  assented  to  by  the  respondents,  on  tb 
terms  of  payment  *ot  costs.     This  the  appellants  refused,  whereupon  the  sessions  con 
firmed  the  order  of  removal.     Upon  an  application  to  this  Court  for  a  mandamus  to 
sessions,  to  enter  continuances,  and  hear  the  appeal : —  Held^  that  the  applicatioQ 
respite  was  no  admission  of  the  validity  of  the  objection,  and  that  the  sessions  ought  sti 
to  have  given  judgment  upon  it.     But,  heldi  that  this  Court  would  not  interfere  by  man 
damus  to  compel  the  sessions  to  hear  the  appeal,  as,  upon  the  facts  stated,  it  did  no 
appear  that  they  had  not  decided  what  they  were  called  upon  to  do,  viz.  the  question 
whether  the  respondents  were  or  were  not  misled  •by  the  notice. 


of  S.,  but  de 
scribing  them- 
selves as  over- 
seers of  the  pa- 
rith  of  S.,  were 
served  on  the 
respondents. 
A  notice  was 
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Sppotbrough,  and  by  M.  Clark  and  W.  Nabon,  the         i844. 
overseers  of  the  township.  »Pg,  Queen 

On  or  about  the  30th  of  March,  the  following  notice    ^   ,  *• 

^1  ^^  JU«TICE« 

was  served  by  the  respondents  on  the  overseers  of  the         of  the 

township  of  Sprotbrough: — 

"To  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 

towmhxp  of  Sprotbrough,  &c. 

"We  do  hereby  give  you  notice  to  produce,  at  the 
trial  of  the  appeal  against  an  order  &c.  for  and  concern- 
ing the  removal  of  Hur  Turner  &c.,  from  &c.,  out  of 
our  said  township  of  &c.,  to  your  said  township  of 
Sprotbrough,  and  of  which  appeal  you  have  given  notice 
to  us  of  your  intention  to  try  and  prosecute  at  the  next 
general  quarter  sessions  &c.,  the  aforesaid  pauper  to  be 
examined  &c." 

The  appeal  was  duly  entered  at  the  next  general 
quarter  sessions,  on  behalf  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
of  the  township  of  Sprotbrough,  and  was  by  agreement 
respited  to  the  next  sessions,  on  the  understanding  that 
00  fresh  statements  or  notices  should  be  given.  The 
^pellants,  however,  did  serve  fresh  notices,  exactly 
similar  to  the  former. 

The  appeal  came  on  for  trial  at  the  Midsiunmer  ses- 
^ons  for  the  West  Biding,  held  at  Rotherham,  when 
the  respondents  called  upon  the  appellants  to  prove  their 
notice  and  grounds  of  appeal;  and  on  the  produc- 
tion of  the  above  notice  objected  that  it  was  invalid,  as 
coming  from  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
parish,  instead  of  the  township.  A  contention  took 
place  as  to  whether  the  respondents  could  or  could  not 
have  been  misled  by  the  notice.  During  this  argument 
the  counsel  for  the  appellants  applied  to  respite  the 
^fpetiL  The  respondents  admitted  the  right  of  the 
Court  to  do  so,  but  contended  it  should  only  be  done  on 
payment  of  costs.  This  being  refused  by  the  appel- 
lants, the  Court  said,  "  Then  we  confirm  the  order." 

VOL.  I.  F  N.  8.  c 
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1844.  In  Michaelmas  Term  last,  R.  HaU  having  obtfdned  a 

Thb  Qubbn  ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^  mandamus  to  the  sesnons  to  enter  oon- 

**  tinuances,  and  hear  the  appeal,  on  an  affidavit  shewing 

of  the  these  facts, 

West  Rioinq. 

Pashley  and  Overend  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  settle- 
ment relied  on  in  this  case  by  the  respondents  was  one 
of  hiring  and  service,  at  the  age  of  fifteen,  in  the  appel- 
lant township.    The  ground  of  appeal  stated,  in  general 
terms,  that  the  examination  was  insufficient,  and  during 
the  interval  occasioned  by  the  respiting  of  the  appeal  by 
consent,  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Flocktan  (a)  was  decided 
in  this  Court,  which  concluded  the  respondents,  (the 
examination  not  having  stated  that  the  pauper  was 
unmarried,  &c),  by  deciding,  that  the  objection  to  the 
omission  of  any  ingredient  in  the  settlement  might  be 
taken  on  the  general  ground  of  appeal  The  respondents* 
therefore,  having  a  case  on  the  merits,  called  upon  the 
appellants  to  prove  their  notice. 

The  notice  and  grounds  of  appeal  were  insufficient  V 
the  sufficiency  of  the  former  was  a  question  for  the  se» — 
sions,  who  decided  against  it,  which,  therefore,  this  Cou^'^ 
will  not  interfere  with:  Er  parte  BeckeQi).  [^Coleridff^ 
J. — There  appears  to  me  to  be  this  dilemma:  tto-^ 
notice  and  grounds  of  appeal  were  l)oth  signed  by  tl^-  * 
officers  of  the  parish.  If  the  variance  is  material,  ther*^ 
was  no  notice ;  if  immaterial,  the  sessions  ought  not 
have  concluded  the  party  on  the  objection.  How  coul< 
the  application  to  respite  be  a  waiver  of  the  objection 
They  ought  still  to  give  a  right  judgment  on  the  o 
tion.]  The  appellants  hatl  no  right  to  insist  upon  a 
spite,  unless  they  had  given  no  notice  at  all  It  is  no  -• 
contended  that  the  notice  of  appeal  was  bad;  it  is  enougl^ 
to  say  that  the  grounds  were  insufficient,  the  statut^^ 

(a)  2  Q.  B.  11. 53;").  {h)  '^  K.  &  Ad.  704. 


Wbit  Riding. 
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(4  &  5  WHL  4,  c  76,  s.  81)  requiring  a  statement  under        i844, 
tbe  hands  of  the  overseers  of  the  township :  Ex  parte    xhTquIen 
The  Overseers  qfArmley(a);   where,  being  a  town  in  ». 

one  of  the  unions  under  Gilbert's  Act,  the  guardians        of  the 
were  the  proper  persons  to  appeal ;  but  the  notice  was 
given  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  town- 
fihip,  one  of  whom,  in  fact,  was  the  guardian  appointed 
under  the  act ;  but  it  was  objected  that  the  notice  was  not 
givea  in  his  proper  character,  and  this  Court  held  the 
objection  good.  [Paitesouy  J. — That  act  (22  Geo.  3,  c.  83, 
B*  7)  exjHresalj  provides,  that,  where  guardians  are  ap- 
pointed, the  overseers  shall  not  act     That  notice  was 
by  the  overseers,  and  was  consequently  a  nullity;  it  did 
not  state  that  one  of  them  was  also  the  guardian.    Here 
the  notice  was  given  by  persons  who,  by  law,  had  a  right 
to  give  it,  but  who  took  a  wrong  title.]    They  could  not 
have  gone  into  parol  evidence  to  shew  they  had  also  the 
character  of  overseers  of  the  township.     The  question 
M^  whether  the  sessions  were  right  or  wrong  in  their  de- 
cison.    According  to  the  authorities  cited  in  Regina  v. 
We$ibury(b)j  the  respondents  are  entitled  to  a  good 
Btatement  of  grounds  from  the  parties  appealing,  and 
this  Court  cannot  speculate  as  to  whether  the  respond- 
ents were  or  were  not  misled.     [As  to  the  power  of  the 
sesnpns  to  exercise  a  discretion,  and  requiring  payment 
of  costs  as  a  condition  in  adjourning  appeals,  they  cited 
Rex  V.  The  Justices  of  Monmouthshire  (c)  and  Rex  v. 
KimboUon  (d  ).] 

JL  Hally  contra. — The  objection  taken  at  tlie  sessions 
wai3  to  the  notice  of  appeal,  not  to  the  statement  of  the 
grounds  of  appeal.  Tliat  was  not  the  question,  as  the 
case  was  not  ripe  for  that.  It  is  only  with  resjject  to 
the  latter  that  the  signature  is  important,  as  under 

(a)  Mich.Tenn.1840;  not  reported.         (r)  1  B.&  Ad.  895. 
(6)  Ante,  p.  32.  (d)  6  A.  &  E.  603. 

F  2 
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1844.  d  Geo.  ly  c.  7,  8.  8^  the  signature  of  the  notice  is  not 
TheQubes  necessary.  In  Ex  parte  Armley  (a)  there  were  such 
_    ,»•  persons  as  overseers,  who  were  excluded  by  law.    Here 

The  Justices  "^ 

of  the         there  are  no  such  persons  as  the  overseers  of  the  pariah; 
W«»T  Riding.  .^  j^  therefore  a  mere  misdescription,  which  has  been 

waived  by  the  conduct  of  the  respondents,  who,  in  their 
subsequent  notice,  recognised  the  appellants  as  the  ofll- 
cers  of  the  township,  and  admitted  the  receipt  of  notice 
of  appeal  from  them  in  that  character.  Having  done  this^ 
they  are  estopped  from  disputing  it :  Rex  v.  The  Juiticet 
of  Lindsey  (J),  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Gloucestershire  (c), 
Rex  V.  Tlie  Justices  of  Hertfordshire  (rf),  and  Rex  v.  The 
Justices  of  Carmarthenshire  [e).     [Lord  Denman,  C.  J.— 
How  does  it  appear  that  that  notice  was  produced  at  the 
sessions  ?     Coleridge^  J. — The  affidavits  do  not  s)ate  80.^ 
They  state  the  gi^'ing  and  8er\'ice  of  every  notice. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — If  this  had  been  an  application* 
by  the  respondents,  I  can  imagine  that  such  a  notice 
this  would  have  estopped  the  appellants  from  disputi 
the  character  of  persons  whom  they  had  so  treated 
the  notice.    But,  in  this  case,  we  are  called  upon  by  tb^ 
appellants  to  say  the  sessions  have  done  wrong.     Up^^^ 
the  materials  brought  before  us,  I  think  they  have 
done  wrong.     At  all  events,  it  is  impossible  to  say. 
they  have  not  decided  what  they  were  called  upon 
do,  namely,  whether  the  respondents  were  or  were 
misled  by  the  notice  of  appeal. 


Patteson,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  dc^ 
not  appear  from  the  affidavits  that  the  point  was  brou^  " 
to  the  notice  of  the  sessions. 

Coleridge,  J. — If  I  were  called  upon  to  conjectu^^ 

(a)  M.  T.  1840.  (c)  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  298. 

{h)  6  M.  &  S.  379.  {d)  4  B.  &  Ad.  561. 

(«)  4  B.  &  Ad.  563. 
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I  diink  it  possible  that  the  sessions  were  wrong  in  the         1844. 

condurion  at  which  they  arrived;  but,  if  Mr.  HaU  im-  rp^^  Quggy 

potee  misconduct  to  them,  he  must  make  it  out  satis-  _    ^^• 

V^     .  .         .  The  Jut.. 

fiKtorily.    He  has  not  done  so  in  this  case.  of  the 


Kule  discharged. 


USTICES 

the 
West  Riding. 


In  the  Matter  of  Morten.  January  31«r. 

At  the  Buxton  petty  Sessions,  15th  December,  1843,  The  stat. 
the  justices  made  the  following  order : —  s.^y^^rovldes 

"  County  of  Derby. — Whereas,  at  a  petty  sessions  tenancc  of  poor 
Wden  on  the  15th  day  of  December,  1843,  at  Buxton,  J^^j^J^^ 
in  the  sud  county,  for  the  High  Peak  division  of  the  by  their  father, 

Li  •  .  .  g^randfather, 

nnndred  of  High   Peak,  in  the   said   county,  before  &c.,  being  of 

Plilip  Heacock  and  Thomas  Slacke,  Esquires,  two  of  uty.*^*^ 

ier  Majesty's  justices  &c.,  a  complaint  was  made  by  .  ^  ^^  ®^ 

we  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Chapel  en  le  petty  aessions. 

Frith,  in  the  said  county,  that  Mary  Morten,  an  infant  for  the  main-  * 

of  the  age  of  five  years,  Joseph  Morten,  (three  years),  b°"^C.  his 

and  Sarah  Jane  Morten,  (eight  months),  were  then  ^^ffP^?.- 

'    ^    =»  ,7  children,  di- 

poor  and  unable  to  work,  so  as  to  maintain  or  support  rected  the  pay- 

tfaemselves,  and  were  then  chargeable  to  the  said  parish ;  a  week  for  that 

and  that  one  Joseph  Morten,   dwelHng  at   Coomb's  "^^^^^^^^ 

Edge,  within  the  said  division,  and  within  the  jurisdic-  long  time  a»  Me 

,  ...  .      said  A.,  B., 

tkm  of  the  said  justices,  was  the  grandfather  of  the  said  and  C.  shall  be 
M.  M.,  J.  M.,  and  S.  J.  M.,  and  was  of  sufficient  ability  the  w^h*of 
to  relieve  and  maintain  the  said  M.  M.,  J.  M.,  and  ^'CTj  ^u  .. 

'  ^ '  Held,  that 

SL  J.  M.,  his  grandchildren;  whereupon  the  said  Jo-  the  order  was 

aeph  Morten  was  duly  summoned  to  appear  before  the  canae  the  words 

justices  at  a  petty  sessions   to  be  holden  this  day  at  ^oA^^uae^in 

Buxton  aforesaid  for  the  division   aforesaid,  to  shew  *b®  statute,  and 

the  word 
**  chargeable,'* 
in  the  order,  are  not  convertible  terms.     2.  Because  the  adjudication  ought  to  hare  been 
with  respect  to  each  child  individually. 
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1844.        cause  why  an  order  should  not  be  made  requiring  him 
jjj'j^  to  pay  such  weekly  sum  for  and  towards  the  relief  of 

Morten,  the  said  M.  M.,  J.  M.,  and  S.  J.  M.,  his  grandchildren, 
as  the  said  petty  sessions  should  think  fit;  and  now, 
at  the  said  last-mentioned  petty  sessions,  holden  this 
day  at  &c.,  before  us^  P.  H.  and  T.  S.,  Esquires,  two 
&c,  the  said  Joseph  Morten  does  not  appear  person- 
ally, but  appears  by  his  attorney  before  us,  pursuant 
to  tne  said  summons,  and  does  not  shew  any  sufficient 
cause  why  such  an  order  as  aforesaid  should  not  be 
made  in  this  behalf:  Now  we,  &c.,  having  duly  con- 
sidered what  has  now  been  alleged  and  proved  before 
us  in  this  behalf,  do  adjudge  and  determine  that  the 
said  M.  M.,  J.  M.,  and  S.  J.  M.,  are  poor  and  unable 
to  work  so  as  to  maintain  and  su{q)ort  themsdlTea, 
and  that  they  are  now  actually  chargeable  to  the  said 
parish  of  Chapel  en  le  Frith ;  and  that  tiie  said  Joseph 
Morten  is  the  grandfather  of  the  said  M.  M.,  J.  M., 
and* S.  J.  M.,  and  is  of  sufficient  alnlity  to  relieve  and 
maintain  the  said  M.  M.,  J.  M.,  and  S.  J,  M.,  his  gland- 
children:  and,  it  being  proved  to  us  that  the  said 
Joseph  Morten  dwells  now  within  our  jurisdiction,  we 
do  therefore  order,  that  the  sidd  Joseph  Morten  shall, 
upon  notice  of  this  our  order,  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid 
to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Chapel 
en  le  Frith  for  the  time  being,  or  to  some  or  one  of 
them,  weekly  and  every  week  from  this  present  time, 
the  sum  of  6«.,  for  and  towards  the  relief  and  main- 
tenance of  the  said  M.  M.,  J.  M.,  and  S.  J.  M.,  for 
and  during  $o  hng  time  as  the  said  M.  M.,  J.  J/., 
and  8,  J,  M.  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  said  parish  of 
Chapel  en  le  Frith,  or  until  the  said  Joseph  Morten 
shall  be  lawfully  ordered  the  contrary.     Given  "  &c. 

Whitehurst  now  moved  for  a  certiorari  to  remove  into 
this  Court  the  above  order,  for  the  purpose  of  being 
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quashed,  on  affidavits,  which  stated,  that  the  infants 
ordered  to  be  maintained  were  the  children  of  John 
Morten,  the  illegitimate  son  of  Joseph  Morten,  by  a 
woman  whom  he  afterwards  married.  The  order,  there- 
fore, is  bad,  as  the  liability  created  by  the  statute  (a) 
applies  only  to  l^al  relations.  The  reputed  grand- 
father is  not  witiiin  the  statute,  ^^  for  a  bastard  is  JUitu 
papuU:^  Bex  y.  Reeve  {b). 

The  order  is  also  bad  on  the  face  of  it.  It  adjudi- 
cates for  the  payment  of  6s,  a  week  for  and  during  so 
long  time  as  the  three  children  shall  be  chargeable  to 
the  parish.  The  liability  of  relations  created  by  the  act 
is  only  in  the  case  of  poor  persons  not  able  to  work*  It 
might  well  happen  that  all  or  any  of  the  children,  in  pro- 
cess of  time,  would  be  enabled  to  earn  something  towards 
its  livelihood,  perhaps  within  a  very  small  sum  of  the  2$. 
to  be  paid  for  each  under  the  order ;  still,  as  long  as  its 
earnings  were  under  the  2«.,  being  chargeable  to  the 
parish,  the  condition  of  the  order  would  continue  to  the 
full  extent  {e).  Lastly,  the  form  of  the  order  is  joint, 
not  several,  being  for  the  payment  of  6^.  a  week  '^  so 
long  as  the  said  children,"  that  is,  all  of  them,  "  shall 
be  chargeable."  The  adjudication  should  have  been 
vrith  respect  to  each  child  individually. 


1844. 


In  re 

MOBTBN. 


Humfrey  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance. — The 


(a)  43  Eliz.  c.  2,  s.  7,  enacts, 
that  **  The  father  and  grand- 
lather,  and  the  mother  and  grand- 
mother, and  the  children  of  every 
poor,  old,  blind,  lame,  and  im- 
potent person,  or  other  poor  per- 
son not  able  to  work,  being  of 
8u£5[cient  ability,  shall,  at  their 
own  charges,  relieve  and  main- 
tain every  such  poor  person,*'  in 
the  manner  and  rate  to  be  as- 
sessed by  the  justices  at  quarter 


sessions. 

The  59  Geo.  3,  c.  12,  s.  26, 
extends  the  jurisdiction  in  such 
cases  to  justices  at  petty  sessions. 

The  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  78, 
provides  for  the  recovery  of  the 
penalties  and  forfeitures  under 
the  43  Eliz.  c.  2. 

(i)  2  Bulstr.  344. 

(c)  See  Jenkins*  cate^  2  Salk. 
634. 
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1844.  order  does  not  state  the  fact  of  the  ill^timacj  of  the 
In  re  ^^>  ^^^  therefore  the  Court  will  not  issue  a  certiorari 
MoRTBN.  for  ^Q  purpose  of  trying  upon  affidavit  the  question, 
whether  such  connexion  subsisted  between  the  parties 
as  is  suggested ;  on  the  contrary,  the  justices  must  be 
presiuned  to  have  found  by  their  order  that  there  was 
such  a  relationship  as  comes  within  the  provisions  of  the 
statute.  Then  the  form  of  the  order  is  sufficient;  for, 
if  it  be  necessary  that  the  time  of  payment  should  be 
limited  to  the  period  diuing  which  the  children  are 
poor  and  unable  to  work,  the  word  ^^  chargeable  "  is  a 
convertible  term,  and  sufficient  to  comprehend  such  a 
statement.  The  order  is  for  payment  while  the  three 
children  are  chargeable;  and  as  soon  as  any  thing 
happens  to  alter  that  number,  so  that  three  cease  to  be 
chargeable,  the  order  will  cease  to  be  binding. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  terms,  "  chargeable"  and 
^'  while  they  are  poor  and  unable  to  work,"  are  clearly 
not  convertible;  besides,  the  justices  ought  to  have 
adjudicated  expressly  for  each  individual 

Bule  absolute. 
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1844. 


(ffotttt  of  (Qt(iit%ntx. 
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In  the  Matter  of  Aston.  January  20th* 

N  this  case  M.  D.  Hill  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  The6Geo.i,c. 
upon  George  Briscoe  and  John  Barker,  Esquires,  two  that  "Vagrants 
of  the  justices  of  Staffordshire,  Archibald  Paul  Brevitt,  and  other  cri- 

^  '  '  minals,  offend- 

and  the  keeper  of  the  house  of  correction  at  Stafford,  en,  and  per- 
to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  should  not  with  small  of. 
issue  to  the  keeper  of  the  said  house  of  correction  to  rocroffcnccs 
bring  up  the  body  of  William  Aston,  on  the  ground  or  for  want  qf 

,  . ,   .       .  .  .      ,       sweiiet,  to  be 

that  the  said  justices  had  not  authority  to  commit  the  committed  to 
said  William  Aston  to  the  house  of  correction  for  not  gi^i^  ^  ^g 
finding  sureties  to  keep  the  peace,  but  only  to  the  county  ^^^^f^h^^ 

gaol*  tioes  of  the 

The  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  was  granted  stated  commit  them 

that  the  said  William  Aston  had  been  conunitted,  and  ^JjJ^  ^^^  ^^ 

was  then  confined  in  the  house  of  correction  in  and  for  custody,"  en- 
acts, that  such 

the  county  of  Stafford,  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  of  com-  persons  may 
mitment  under  the  hands  of  the  said  George  Briscoe  either  to  the 

and  John  Barker,  for  refusing  to  find  sureties  to  keep  ^h^^^,. 

the  peace  towards  the  said  Archibald  Paul  Brevitt  rection,  as  the 

justices  in  their 
judgment  shall  think  proper. 

Hie  4  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  providing  for  the  classification  of  offenders,  enacts,  (s,  5.),  **That 
^vhere  the  house  of  correction  and  gaol  are  parts  of  the  same  building,  or  inclosed  in  the 
^aone  boundary  wall,  and  under  the  same  keeper  and  visiting  justices,  the  classification  in 
"^be  whole  of  such  buildings,  and  not  in  each  part  separately,  required  by  the  act,  shall  be 
^^arried  into  effect." 

Heldt  that  the  effect  of  the  stat.  6  Geo.  1  was  to  make  a  house  of  correction  a  public 
^riaon  for  the  custody  of  offenders ;  and  that  a  commitment  by  justices  to  a  house  of  cor- 
^^ection,  (regulated  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  4  Geo.  4),  for  not  finding  sureties  to 
Veep  the  peace,  was  a  valid  commitment. 
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1844.        The   warrant   of  commitment    was  in  the    following 
form: — 

'^To  all  constables  and  peace  olBcers  in  the  said  county^ 
and  to  the  keeper  of  the  house  of  correction  at  Staf- 
ford, in  the  said  county. 

"  Whereas  Archibald  Paul  Brevitt,  of  the  parish  of 
Darlaston,  in  the  said  county,  gentleman,  hath  made 
oath  before  us,  George  Briscoe  and  John  Barker,  Es- 
quires, two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and 
for  the  said  county  of  Stafford,  that  he  is  afraid  that 
William  Aston,  of  the  parish  of  Sepley,  in  the  said 
county,   will  do  him   some  bodily   injury,   haying  so 
threatened,  and  hath  therefore  required  surety  of  the 
peace  and  good  behaviour  against  the  said  William 
Aston ;   and  whereas  the  said  William  Aston  has  this 
day  been  brought  before  us  to  answer  the  said  com- 
plaint, and,  upon  our  examination  thereof,  we  the  siud 
justices  have  ordered  and  adjudged,  and  do  hereby  order 
and  adjudge,  that  the  said  William  ALston  shall  find  two 
sufficient  sureties  to  be  bound  with  him  in  a  recogni- 
sance in  the  sum  of  25/.  each,  for  him  to  keep  the  peace,  and 
to  be  of  good  behaviour  towards  the  Queen  and  all  her 
liege  people,  and  especially  towards  the  said  Archibald 
Paul  Brevitt,  for  the  space  of  one  calendar  month  now 
next  ensuing;   and  whereas  the  said  William  Aston 
hath  refused  and  doth  now  refuse  before  us  to  find  such 
sureties :  These  are  therefore  to  require  you,  the  said 
constables,  forthwith  to  convey  the  sfdd  William  Aston 
to  the  said  house  of  correction,  and  to  deliver  him  to  the 
said  keeper  thereof  there,  together  with  this  precept. 
And  we  do  hereby  require  you  the  said  keeper  to  re- 
ceive the  said  William  Aston  into  your  custody  in  the 
said  house  of  correction,  and  him  there  safely  to  keep 
for  the  space  of  one  calendar  month,  unless  he  shall  in 
the  mean  time  find  such  sureties  as  aforesaid  to  keep  the 
peace  and  be  of  good  behaviour  for  the  term   above 
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mentioned.     Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  this  5th  1344. 

day  of  January,  1844,  ^j^' 

"  John  Barker  (l.s,)  Aston* 
"  Geo.  Briscoe    (us.)" 

The  affidavit  of  the  keeper  of  the  house  of  correction 
stated  in  answer,  that  the  gaol  and  house  of  correction 
were  one  and  the  same  building,  under  the  same  con- 
tinuous roof,  and  within  the  same  boundary  wall,  and 
that  he  was  governor  of  both ;  that  all  persons  com- 
nutted  for  assaults,  or  for  want  of  sureties  to  keep  the 
peace,  either  to  the  gaol  or  house  of  correction,  were 
confined  in  one  department,  called  the  "  Misdemeanants' 
Class,-^  being  the  only  place  in  the  prison  that  could  be 
^propriated  to  so  numerous  a  class  of  prisoners;  and 
tbat,  had  the  commitment  of  the  said  William  Aston 
been  directed  to  the  **  keeper  of  the  gaol,"  instead  of 
Ae    **  keeper  of  the  house  of  correction,"  he  would 
^ve  been  placed  in  the  same  class  and  building,  and 
wonid  have  been  in  all  respects  undejj  the  same  rules  and 
regulations,  as  he  then  was. 

JUartin  now  shewed  cause. — It  is  submitted  that  the 
nouae  of  correction  is  a  proper  place  for  the  security 
of   a  person  put  here  for  safe   custody :    Ex   parte 
^^>ans(a);  and  further  that  justices  of  the  peace  have 
authority  to  bind  parties  to  keep  the  peace,  or  to  corn- 
nut  them  to  the  house  of  correction  for  want  of  sureties. 
That  was  expressly  provided  for  by  6  Geo.  1,  c.  19,  s.  2, 
^Wdi  enacts  "that  vagrants  and  other  criminals,  offend- 
^i  and  persons  charged  with  small  offences,  may  for 
8uch  offences,  or  for  want  ofsureties^  be  committed  either 
to  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction,  as  the  jus- 
tices in  their  judgment  shall  think  proper."    In  Willes  v. 
Sfidger  (4),  the  plaintiff  was  committed  to  the  house  of 

(«)  8  T.  R.  172.  (6)  2  B.  &  A.  27d. 
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1844.  correction  for  not  finding  sureties  to  keep  the  peace,  and 
the  Court  of  King's  Bendh  held  that  no  action  would  lie 
against  the  justice  who  issued  the  warrant.  \^Parke,  B. — 
But  there  the  present  objection  was  not  taken.]  It  is 
supposed,  however,  that  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  makes  no 
difference  in  respect  of  the  power  of  the  justices  to  com- 
mit to  the  house  of  correction  for  offences  of  this  kind. 
That  act  provides  for  the  classification  of  offenders,  and 
the  5th  section  enacts,  that,  where  the  house  of  correc- 
tion and  gaol  are  parts  of  the  same  building,  or  inclosed 
in  the  same  boundary  wall,  and  under  the  same  keeper 
and  visiting  justices,  the  classification  in  the  whole  of 
such  buildings,  and  not  in  each  part  separately,  required 
by  the  act,  shall  be  carried  into  effect  The  5  Greo.  4, 
c  85,  s.  10,  provides  for  cases  where,  in  consequence  of  the 
small  number  of  prisoners,  it  is  not  necessary  to  provide 
the  whole  number  of  wards,  &c  required  by  the  former 
act.  The  18  Eliz.  c  3,  merely  provides  that  houses  of 
correction  shall  be  assigned  to  every  county.  Connect- 
ing those  statutes,  then,  with  the  affidavit,  it  appears  that 
Aston  has  been  committed  to  the  very  same  class  of 
offenders,  viz.  misdemeanants,  as  he  would  have  been 
committed  to  if  committed  to  the  custody  of  the  keeper 
of  the  gaol,  for  the  gaol  and  house  of  correction  are 
brought  by  the  affidavit  precisely  within  the  4  Geo.  4, 
c.  64,  s.  5,  and  consequently  the  commitment  is  good. 

M.  D.  Hill,  contr^ — First,  it  is  submitted  that  hold- 
ing out  threats  is  not  a  misdemeanor  at  all;  it  is  no 
offence  known  to  the  law,  but  merely  a  fact  which  en- 
ables justices  of  the  peace  to  put  a  party  under  sureties 
to  keep  the  peace,  or  to  imprison  him  for  want  of  sure- 
ties. At  common  law,  a  person  who  is  committed  by 
the  justices  for  default  of  sureties  can  only  be  sent  to 
the  prison  which  is  under  the  orders  of  the  sheriff;  that 
was  confirmed  by  stat  14  Edw.  3.     Therefore,  long  be- 
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fore  houses  of  correction  were  known,  the  common-law  1844. 
authority  of  justices  of  the  peace  was  to  be  exercised  by 
sending  persons  committed  for  want  of  sureties  to  gaol. 
But  it  is  said  that  stat.  6  Geo.  1,  c  19,  s.  2,  makes  a 
difference.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  a  party  who  is  not 
conmiitted  for  any  offence,  but  simply  for  not  finding 
sureties,  and  who  may  be  discharged  the  moment  he 
finds  them,  is  not  within  that  statute,  because  he  is  there 
by  the  warrant  of  a  magistrate  who  cannot  hear  him  in 
his  own  defence,  and  who  exercises  a  simple  ministerial 
duty,  without  the  exercise  of  any  judgment  of  his  own: 
a  person  cannot  be  an  offender  in  the  eye  of  the  law 
who  has  never  had  an  opportunity  of  defending  himself 
against  the  charge  imputed  to  him.  Next,  the  affida- 
vit does  not  state  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Par- 
liament, which  are  conditions  precedent  to  making  the 
gaol  and  house  of  correction  the  same,  have  been  com- 
plied with ;  because  it  omits  to  state  that  they  are  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  same  justices.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear that  they  are  under  the  same  set  of  justices,  nor 
that  there  was  any  order  of  sessions,  nor  any  consent  of 
the  sheriff,  who,  by  4  Geo.  4,  c  64,  s.  5,  is  to  have  a 
vetOy  and  may  choose  to  have  his  gaol  perfectly  distinct 
in  point  of  jurisdiction  and  control  &om  the  house  of 
correction. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.— I  think  this  rule  for  a  habeas 
corpus  must  be  discharged.  The  objection  to  the  war- 
rant is  not  because  the  prisoner  is  committed,  but  be- 
cause he  ought  to  have  been  committed  to  the  county 
gaol,  and  not  to  the  house  of  correction.  That  brings 
us  to  the  question  of  whether  a  commitment  to  the  house 
of  correction  for  want  of  sureties  is  lawful.  The  6  Geo. 
1,  c.  19,  s.  2,  gives  justices  of  the  peace  power  to  commit 
persons  charged  with  small  offences  either  to  the  common 
gaol  or  house  of  correction,  as  they  shall  think  proper. 
That  statute  does  not  mention  felons ;  and  accordingly. 
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1844.         ^  Ex  parte  Evans  {a)y  in  which  the  question  was,  w 
ther  a  party  charged  with  treason  could  be  oommi 
to  the  house  of  correction.  Lard  Kenycny  C.  J.,  admii 
that  the  statute  cannot  apply  to*  felons ; .  but  aaji 
that)  '^  since  the  year  1715,  commitments  haye 
made  to  the  house  of  correction,  and  that  after  the  prao — 
tice  which  has  prevailed  for  so  long  a  time  past, 
was  no  objection  to  the  legality  of  the  commitment  i 
question.''  Here  it  is  distinctly  stated  by  the  gaoler  thai 
this  person  was  committed  for  want  of  sureties;,  and 
all  persons  so  committed  are  confined  in  the  departmen 
in  which  he  has  been  placed.     I  think,  therefore, 
the  gaoler  is  justified  by  the  general  practice,  as  a  hoi 
of  correction  is  a  public  gaol,  and  that  there  is  no  found 
ation  for  the  objections  which  have  been  raised. 


Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is 
that  the  only  question  is,  whether  a  commitment  b; 
justices  of  the  peace  to  a  house  of  correction  for  n 
finding  sureties  to  keep  the  peace  is  valid :  if  that 
vaUd,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  prisoner  is  in  pro 
custody.  The  question  is  then  reduced  to  whether 
not  houses  of  correction  can  be  considered  to  be  publii 
prisons.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  authority  of  Ex  par 
Evans  {a)  goes  the  whole  length  of  deciding  the  question. 
Prior  to  the  6  Geo.  1,  c.  19,  there  might  have  been  a 
doubt  whether  the  house  of  correction  was  a  proper 
place  for  such  offenders;  but  the  effect  of  that  statute 
was  to  make  it  one  of  the  King's  prisons  for  the  custody 
of  offenders;  and  it  appears  that,  in  consequence  of  the 
well-known  practice  of  committing  felons  to  them,  the 
Court,  in  Ex  parte  Evans  (a),  considered  that,  after  6 
Geo.  1,  c.  1 9,  these  houses  of  correction  were  public  gads. 
All  that  the  law  requires,  as  to  the  custody  of  felons,  is 
equally  true  with  respect  to  those  persons  who  are  com- 
mitted for  want  of  sureties :  they  must  be  committed  to 

(a)  8T.  R,  172. 
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.  public  gaol,  where  they  may,  In  fact,  be  discharged  by  J1844. 
ourse  of  law.  It  follows,  then,  that  a  jierson  who  Is 
ommitted  for  want  of  sureties  must  be  committed  to 
ome  public  gaol  for  the  purpose  of  safe  custody,  and 
or  no  other,  and  that  the  house  of  correction  is  a  pro- 
ber place  for  that  purpose.  The  commitment  Is,  there- 
ore,  correct,  and  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Alderson,  B. — The  principle  to  be  deduced  from  JEr 
Htrte  Evans  [a)  is,  that  a  party  must  be  committed  to  a 
ilace  of  safe  custody,  which  must  be  a  public  and  not  a 
rivate  prison ;  and,  further,  that  the  regulations  of  that 
tu>I  must  be  of  the  same  nature  as  those  of  public  gaols* 
n  the  present  Instance,  It  appears  that  the  house  of  cor- 
ection  is,  in  fact,  the  same  building  as  the  gaol  itself;  the 
eeper  of  the  house  of  correction  is,  in  fiict,  the  keeper  of 
oth ;  it  appears  that  Aston  is  confined  in  the  same  room 
9  lie  would  have  been  if  committed  to  gaol,  and  under 
le  same  regulations  in  all  respects.  If,  then,  a  commit- 
lent  to  a  gaol  would  have  been  good,  as  in  its  nature 
ot  varying  from  the  offence  committed,  this  is  equilly 
>;  for  this  person  is  no  more  under  any  one  of  the 
lasses  of  the  house  of  correction  than  of  the  gaol.  It 
iems  to  me  that  tliis  is  a  public  gaol,  under  the  care  of 
le  Queen,  and  not  under  any  private  individual;  and 
lat  there  \&  notliing  in  its  regulations  which  is  incon- 
stent  with  safe  custody ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  com- 
litment  is  good. 

GuRNEY,  B. — If  the  party  complains  of  bebg  com- 
litted  to  the  house  of  correction,  he  has  the  same 
emeiy  for  the  injury  as  if  he  had  been  committed  to* 
laol,  since  both  are  under  the  same  keeper. 

Rule  discharged  (i). 
(a)  8  T.  R.  172.  (6)  Sec  Hexlv.  Taylor,  3  Burr.  167fL 
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1844. 


eontt  of  (IBueen'ss  ISenci). 


HILARY  VACATION,  1844. 


February  8fA.         The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Leominster. 

A  notice  of  U  PON  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  o 

an  order  of  re-  the  borough  of  Leominster,  in  the  county  of  Hereford^ 

lUh*March^  for  the  removal  of  William  Pierce,  otherwise  Loveridge* 

\**^iTr*  ^^^  Mary,  Ids  wife,  from  the  swd  borough  of  Leomin- 

«*  J.C.,  church-  ster  to  the  parish  of  Addington,  in  the  county  of  Buck- 

J.C.  andM.A.,  ingham,  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the 

fj**^?'"-  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  following  case: — 

in  both  dia- 

racten).     It  , 

appeared  that         At  the  trial,  the  appellants  being  called  upon  to  prove 

were  the  only  '  ^^^^  notice  of  appeal  and  statement  of  die  grounds  of 

ezitting  parish  appeal,  it  appeared  that  a  notice  of  appeal,  of  which  the 

been  appointed  following  is  a  copy,  had  been  served  upon  the  officers  of 

1842.    J.  C.  ^he  respondent  parish  fourteen  clear  days  at  least  before 

waaabothe'  the  sessions:— 

only  surviving 


Lving^rii^-     "  ^^  *^^  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
»"y  ^^  f  P-  the  borough  of  Leominster,  in  the  county  of  Hereford. 

another,  who  "  We,  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish 

notice  of  appeal  of  AddingtcMi,  in  the  county  of  Buckingham,  do  hereby 

was  given,  and 

no  successor  had  been  appointed  in  his  place. 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  respondents  objected  to  the  notice,  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  not  signed  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  appellant  parish ;  that,  in 
fact,  there  was,  in  point  of  law,  no  such  body  in  the  parish,  and  that  J.  C.  and  M.  A., 
who  did  sign  the  notice,  were  neither  churchwardens  nor  overseers. 

Heldf  that,  as  the  appellant  parish  could  not  repudiate  the  acts  of  the  officers  by  whom 
it  was  represented,  the  respondents  would  have  all  the  benefit  of  a  decision  on  the  merits 
in  their  ftivour,  and  could  not,  therefore,  on  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  enter  into  the  oon- 
sideration  of  the  legality  of  the  appointment  of  the  officers  in  the  adverse  parish,  and, 
therefore,  that  the  notice  wai  sufficient. 
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giv^^  yon  notice,  that,  at  the  last  general  quarter  demons        ie44. 
oJT  t;l:me  peace,  holden  at  Hereford,  in  and  for  the  coinnty    th»  Ovms 


o£  XiSerefordy  we  did  enter  or  cause  to  be  entered  an    ,  ,  .  .^  .     . 

InhabiCBnti  of 


agunBt  an  order  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  LBomMSTEft. 
?*•  VYoodhouse  and  W.  Newman,  Esquires,  two  of  her 
iSsgesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said 
hcMnough  of  Leominster,  to  the  said  parish  of  Addington ; 
Bx^d  that  the  hearing  of  the  said  appeal  was,  by  an  order 
oi*  tJie  said  Court  of  quarter  sessions,  respited  or  ad- 
joiumed  until  the  then  and  now  next  general  quarter 
BCsnoiiB  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  Here- 
fe^xl  2  and  we  further  give  you  notice,  that,  at  such 
general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the 
county  of  Hereford,  we  shall  proceed  to  try  the 
appeal  accordingly,  and  pursuant  to  the  notice  in 
^^^it  behalf.  We  do  thereby  state  the  grounds  of  our 
•Ppeal  as  follows,  &c.  (stating  them). 

(S^ed)       "  John  Clare,  Churchwarden. 

"  ]^1^  Adams, }  ^'^^'^"  **^*'  ^'" 

-A.t  the  time  of  the  said  notice  and  statement  of 

P^^^^Onds  of  appeal  being  signed  and  given,  the  persons 

^fcose  signatures  are  affixed  thereto  were  the  only  ex- 

P««>g  parochial  officers  of  the  appellant  parish,  whe- 

"*^^^    diurchwardens  or  overseers.     John   Clare,  who 

"^K^^ed  the  above  notice  and  statement  of  grounds  of 

^^t^^al  as  churdiwarden,  was  the  same  person  who  also 

""K*^^  it  as  one  of  the  overseers.     Clare  and  Adams,  by 

*^^ln  the  8Bid  notice  and  statement  of  grounds  of  ap- 

P^^  is  signed,  were  in  fact  appointed  overseers  of  the 

l^P^Dant  parish  in  the  year  1842.    Clare  was  one  of  the 

^^^^^tX5hwardens  of  the  appellant  parish,  and  continued 

^>€  such  churchwarden  until  after  the  giving  of  the 

^^^  statement  of  grounds  of  appeal  and  the  trial  of  the 

^^i  BEppeti.     There  had  been  another  person  appointed 

^^irchwarden  as  well  as  Clare,  but  that  person  had  died 

Vol.  I.  G  N.  8.  c. 
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1844.        in  the  month  of  October,  1842,  before  the  time  at  whldi 
The  Qubbn    *^®  ^^  notice  of  appeal  was  ^ven,  and  no  succeaeor  to 
V.  the  deceased  churchwarden  had  been  appointed. 

Inhabitants  of        x  • 

LKOMIN8TSR.  ^^  ^^  objcctcd  by  the  respondents,  that,  under  the 
circumstances,  the  appellants  could  not  be  heard  in  sup- 
port of  their  appeal,  inasmuch  as  the  said  John  Clare 
and  Matthew  Adams,  by  whom  the  said  notice  of  appeal 
was  signed,  did  not,  at  the  time  of  signing  tiie  said 
notice,  legally  constitute  either  the  churchwardens  or 
the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  appellant  parish,  and 
because,  at  the  time  of  giving  the  said  notice  of  appeal, 
there  was  no  body  of  churchwardens  or  overseers  of  the 
poor  of  the  appellant  parish  legally  constituted  in  that 
behalf  and  competent  to  give  the  said  notice  of  appeal, 
or  any  other  notice  of  appeal  against  the  said  order  of 
removal ;  and  also,  because  a  statement  of  the  grounds 
of  appeal  in  writing  had  not  been  sent  or  delivered  to 
the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  respondent  pa- 
rish by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
tiie  appellant  parish,  inasmuch  as  the  said  John  Clare 
and  Matthew  Adams,  by  whom  the  said  statement  was 
sent  or  delivered  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
the  poor  of  the  respondent  parish,  were  not  for  that 
purpose  legally  constituted  churchwardens  and  overseers 
of  the  appellant  parish,  or  a  majority  thereof;  and  be- 
cause, at  the  time  at  which  the  said  statement  of  the 
grounds  of  appeal  was  so  sent  or  delivered  as  aforesaid, 
there  was  no  body  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers 
of  the  poor  of  the  appellant  parish  legally  constituted  in 
that  behalf,  and  competent  to  send  or  deliver  to  the 
churchwardcDs  and  overseers  of  the  respondent  parish 
the  said  statement  of  grounds  of  appeal,  or  any  other 
statement  of  grounds  of  api)eal  against  the  said  order  of 
removal. 

Upon  the  above  objections,  the  Court  of  quarter  ses- 
sions decided  that  the  appellants  were  entitied  to  be 
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heard  in  support  of  the  said  appeal,  and  proceeded  to  try 
the  same,  and  quashed  the  said  order  of  removal. 

The  question  for  this  Court  is,  whether,  under  the 
circumstances  disclosed  in  this  case,  the  appellants  were 
entitled  to  be  heard  in  support  of  their  appeal 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  appellants 
were  not  entitled  to  be  heard  in  support  of  the  appeal, 
the  order  of  sessions  is  to  be  quashed,  and  the  order  of 
removal  confirmed.  But  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion 
that  the  appellants  were  entitled  to  be  heard  in  support 
of  their  appeal,  the  order  of  removal  is  to  stand  dis- 
charged, and  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  confirmed. 
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B,  Andrews  and  Barrett^  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sessions  (a). — The  objection  made  here  is,  that,  unless 
the  corporate  body  of  parish  officers  is  complete,  consist- 
ing of  churchwardens  and  overseers,  it  is  not  sufficient. 
No  such  objection  has  ever  been  taken  before,  that  it  is 
necessary  that  'there  should  be  an  always  continuing 
body,  and  the  consequences  would  be  monstrous.  Fre- 
quent disputes  take  place  in  parishes  as  to  who  are 
the  proper  persons  to  elect  the  churchwardens.  In  such 
cases,  unless  the  election  ultimately  turned  out  to  have 
heen  right,  they  could  not  be  legal  officers,  and  the 
question  might  be  raised  in  a  parish  appeal. 

But  the  parties  who  signed  this  notice  of  appeal  were 
capable  of  signing  and  giving  the  notice ;  they  were,  at 
I^  the  acting  parish  officers,  and  those  to  whom  the 
Older  of  removal  had  been  directed.  They  could  not 
have  treated  that  order  as  a  nullity  because  they  were 
^t  the  l^al  officers,  and  that  ought  to  be  an  estoppel 
to  both  sides.  The  respondents  must  not  treat  these 
persons  as  legal  officers  in  their  order,  and  dispute  their 


(a)  January  20th,  before  Lord  Denmanf  C.  J.,  Patlesoriy  Coleridge, 
*»d  fTighlman,  Js. 
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1844.  legality  afterwards.  [Coleridge,  J, — They  do  not  tewfc 
TuK  Qv^xN  ^^  indwiduaU  as  cburcbwardeqs  aad  ovarseeiB :  tbe 
T  «.  !_?•       -  order  of  removal  would  not  be  bad  for  beimr  served  on 

loh«bitaii^  of  ,  ^ 

lotOuinvTMA,  the  .wrong  person,  if  properly  direoted.]  The  cnse  of 
Rex  V.  ^//  Saints,  Derby  (a),  will  be  relied  on  by  tine 
other  side.  But  the  principle  of  that  decision  wiU3»  that 
the  power  to  be  executed,  of  binding  out  a  poor  cblld 
Wider  43  £liz,  c  2,  s.  5,  was  an  authority  to  be  executed 
solely  by  those  to  whom  the  statute  had  given  it»  naniely« 
'^  the  churchwardens  and  overseers,  or  the  gre^^  part 
of  them."  In  consequence  of  that  decision,  and  of  a 
simili^  one(i)  upon  the  Certificate  Act,  8  &  9  WilL  8, 
c.  30,  (which  uses  the  same  language),  the  stat  51  Geo.  3, 
0,  80,  was  passed  to  remedy  the  inconvenience.  It  re- 
<^tes,  (sect.  1),  that,  "  in  divers  small  parishes,  two  per* 
sons  CNoly  have  been  annually  appointed  to  act  in  the 
Q^p9^itj  of  churchwardens  as  well  as  overseers  of  the 
poor;"  snd  proceeds  to  give  those  persons  power  to  ex- 
ecute and  sign  certificates,  and  indentures  for  binding 
parish  apprentices. 

But  the  doctrine  of  removals  depends  upon  a  aeries 
of  statutes  framed  with  totally  different  views  and  Ian-* 
guage.  The  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c  12,  s.  1,  provides,  that 
removals  of  paupers  are  to  be  made  ^^  upon  complaint 
made  by  the  churchwardens  or  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
my  parish ;"  and  sect.  2  gives  an  appeal  ^'  to  all  persons 
who  think  themselves  aggrieved,'Mhat  is,  to  any  of  the 
inhabitants  of  the  parish.  The  stat.  3  WilL  &  M.  c.  11» 
iS.  10,  leaves  the  right  of  appeal  open ;  and  the  first  men** 
tion  that  is  made  of  parish  officers  appealing  is  in  the  9 
Geo.  1,  c  7,  s.  8,  which  provides  for  reasonable  notice 
of  appeal  to  be  given  "  by  the  churchwardens  or  over- 
seers" of  the  appellant  parish.  It  does  not  make  tbe 
existence  or  concurrence  of  the  two  bodies  necessary. 
Rex  V.  The  Justices  of  Suffolk  (c)  shews  that  tbe  Poor 

(a)  13  East,  143.  cetter,  8  East,  332. 

(h)  Rex  V.  SU  Margaret,  Lei-  (c)  4  A.  &  E.  319. 
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LfEw  Amendment  Act  (4  &  5  WilL  4,  o.  76)  was  not        i844. 
intended  to  ititerfere  with  the  formet  practice  as  to  no-    rp^ 
tice  of  appends ;  and  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Warunck"  v. 

shire  (a)  and  Regina  y«  Church  Knowle  {b)  decide  that  Lbomimstsb. 
the  signatute  by  a  majority  of  the  paiish  officers  is 
sufficient ;  and  Rex  v.  Thk  Jtistices  of  Derbyshire  (c), 
that)  where  there  are  two  overseers  who  sign,  and  one 
diurchwarden  who  does  not,  the  statute  is  complied  with. 
Soi,  in  Regina  y*  The  Justices  of  Cheshire  (rf),  where  the 
sessions  refused  to  hear  an  appeal^  on  the  ground  that 
tfa€^  appdlant  parish  had  not  two  legal  oyerseers,  on<^ 
only  having  signed  the  notice,  the  other  claiming  ex* 
emptaon,  a  mandamus  was  issued  to  the  sessions  to  hear 
the  appeal.  And  see  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Denbigh'^ 
shire{e\  Rex  v.  Wymondham  (/),  Rex  v.  Hinckley  (g)^  and 
Sex  V.  Cateiby  (A).  The  interpretation  clause  of  4  &  5 
WilL  4,  c.  76,  (s.  109),  provides,  that  the  word  "  over- 
seers" in  that  act  is  to  include  churchwardens.  [Lord 
Denmrnii  C.  J. — Only  so  far  as  they  are  authorised  or 
required  by  law  to  act  in  the  management  or  relief  of 
the  poor.]  There  is  no  statement  that  Clare  was  church- 
waideti  when  he  was  aippointed  overseer.  If  the  churcb^ 
wai^ens  were  appointed  first,  there  were  two  valid 
officers,  who  could  appeal ;  and  when  one  died  the  other 
represented  the  body,  and  could  act  by  himself.  [C7ofe-> 
ridgey  J. — We  issue  a  mandamus,  absolute  in  the  first 
instance^  to  elect  overseers,  because  no  good  rate  can  be 
mttde  without  them.]  That  is  different ;  there  must  be 
accmecirrence  of  the  two  parties  for  that  purpose. 

Greaces  and  VenabkSy  contri — The  appellattt^  in 
<)ider  to  put  themselves  before  the  sessions,  send  a  no^ 

(a)  6  A.  &  E.  873.  (/  )  6  T.  R.  552. 

ih)  7  A.  &  £.  471.  {g)  12  East,  361. 

ie)  6  A.&E.885.  (h)  2B.  & C.  814 ;  4 D.&  R. 

(<0  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  616.  434. 

i€)  1  B.  &  Ad.  616. 
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tice  purporting  to  come  from  the  churchwaxdens  and 
overseers,  and  to  be  signed  by  three  distinct  persons. 
That  notice  might  possibly  be  good  on  the  face  of  it,  bul 
the  case  shews  that  Clare  filled  the  two  offices ;  and  w 
it  is  doubtful  to  which  he  was  appointed  first,  nobodj 
can  tell  which  he  really  was :  if  he  was  churchwardei 
first,  his  appointment  as  overseer  would  either  be  bad 
or  would  vacate  the  former  office,  as  being  inconsisten 
with  it;  so  that  at  all  events  there  was  but  one  goo( 
overseer,  and  the  appointment  of  one  is  insufficient :  pe 
Holroydj  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Catesby  (a) ;  and  see  Rex  v.  CKJ 
ton  (&).  By  the  common  law  there  must  be  two  church 
wardens  in  each  parish,  and  if  not,  this  Court  will  com 
pel  them  to  be  made.  That  was  evidently  the  groun< 
of  the  decision  in  Rex  v.  The  Rector^  S^c,  of  Birming 
ham  (c).  [Pattesouy  J. — If  two  churchwardens  are  ap 
pointed,  and  one  die,  it  cannot  be  contended  that  tb 
office  of  the  other  ceases.  If  one  be  appointed  alone,  n< 
one  will  dispute  his  being  a  bad  officer;  but  the  questio: 
is,  whether  he  can  act]  If  it  be  sufficient  that  the; 
should  be  only  de facto  in  office,  they  must  at  least  be 
body  competent  in  point  .of  numbers.  In  Blackett  \ 
B lizard  (d)  several  cases  are  cited  to  that  effect,  particu 
larly  Withnell  v.  Gartham  {e) ;  on  which  Bat/ley^  J.,  re 
marks,  **  It  is  clearly  established,  that  where,  in  a  corpc 
ration,  there  is  a  definite  body,  a  majority  of  that  definit 
body  must  not  only  exist  at  the  time  when  any  act  is  t 
be  done,  but  a  majority  of  that  body  must  attend  th 
assembly  where  such  act  is  to  be  done."  If  a  church 
warden  quits  his  office,  a  mandamus  is  issued  to  suppl; 
his  place:  Stephenson  v.  fMnffston(f),  Rex  w.  Wix{g] 
If  an  overseer  ceases,  a  successor  is  provided  for  him  b; 
the  Stat.  17  Geo.  2,  c.  38,  s.  3. 


(a)  4  D.  &  R.  434, 442  ;  2  B. 
&  C.  814. 

(h)  2  East,  168. 
(c)  7  A.&E.254. 


(d)  9  B.  &  C.  859. 

(e)  6  T.  R.  388 ;  1  Esp.  322. 
(/)  J  Hagg.  Cons.  R.  379. 
ig)  2B.  &  Ad.  197. 
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The  Stat.  43  Eliz.  c.  298.  I,  for  the  wisest  purposes, 
provides,  that  there  shall  be  four  parish  officers  at  least. 
It  says,  in  the  plainest  language,  that,  ^^  besides  the  two 


1844. 


Tbb  Qubbn 

V. 

ohiirchwardens  in  every  parish,  there  must  be  at  least  Lbominbtbr. 
t^w-o  substantial  householders  to  form  the  body  of  parish 
officers."  The  case  of  Rex  v.  Loxdale  {a)  shews  how 
strictly  that  statute  is  to  be  construed.  The  51  Geo.  3, 
o.  80,  is  a  legislative  declaration,  that  in  all  cases,  if  the 
Kiumbers  are  insufficient,  the  office  is  void  altogether. 
In  its  recital  it  recognises  the  correctness  of  the  deci- 
sion in  Bex  v.  St,  Marffaret%  Leicester  {b),  and  Bex  v. 
^U  SaintSy  Derby  (c):  at  all  events,  by  providing  for 
only  two  cases,  it  leaves  the  rest  untouched  The  lat- 
t:ier  case  takes  the  alternative,  that  quScunque  vi&  datfi, 
whether  as  commg  from  churchwardens  or  overseers,  a 
poller  exercised  by  the  minority  only  of  the  parish  offi- 
Oers  is  bad.  Woodcock  v.  Gibson  (^  is  a  distinct  autho- 
rity to  the  same  effect  on  the  stat  59  Geo.  3,  c.  12,  s.  17. 
Xt  decides,  that  two  overseers,  one  of  whom  is  sole 
^hurdiwarden,  do  not  constitute  a  body  corporate  under 
tJiat  statute,  and  the  parish  property  does  not  vest  in 
tJiem.  And  Doe  d.  Llandesilio  v.  Roe  (e)  requires  that 
tie  declaration  in  ejectment  to  recover  parish  property 
^nder  that  statute  should  name  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers,  evidently  with  a  view  to  ascertain  whether 
Uie  body  is  complete.  See  also  Doe  d.  Nichokon  v.  Mid- 
^Heton  {/).  These  statutes  are  in  pari  materia  with  the 
X^oor  Law  Amendment  Act,  (4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76),  and 
\Aie  construction  of  the  language  ought  to  be  the  same  in 
5BdL  Besides,  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Warwickshire  (g)  and 
Jitex  V.  The  Justices  of  Derbyshire  (Ji)  are  authorities 
'^o  shew  that  the  spirit  of  the  decision  on  those  former 


(o)  I  Burr.  445. 

{h)  8  East,  332. 

(c)  13  East,  143. 

(J)  4  B.  &  C.  462. 

{e)  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  222 ;  1  Tyr. 


&  G.  1084. 

(/)  3  B.  &  B.  214. 
{g)  6  A.  &  E.  873. 
(A)  Id.  885. 
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1844.        statutes  is  to  be  intFodnced  into  the  latter.    As  to  the 

Y^Tqumw    ^**^  ^^  ^  ^^  ^^'  ^'  ^  ^^*  ^^  ^  ^^^  ^»  ^  ^*  l"""**  *^ 
,  .  ,  .«•  disjunctive  "  or,"  that  is  not  to  disconnect  the  chnxdir 

Inhtbitimti  of 

LKoafivflTBR.  wardens  and  overseers,  but  parishes  and  plaoes;  other- 
wise  churchwardens  must  have  joined,  in  the  case  of 
a  township,  to  legalise  its  orders.  But  the  Foor  Law 
Amendment  Act  is  totally  different  in  its  language  ;  it 
creates  a  new  notice,  and  uses  no  alternative ;  and  the 
furthest  the  Court  has  gone  in  construing  that  statute  is, 
that  a  majority  will  suffice :  Bex  v.  The  Justices  of  the 
North  Riding  (a). 

The  decisions  cited  on  the  other  ude  are  all  cases 
where  the  presumption  has  been  made  against,  not  in 
favour  of,  the  parish ;  nor  is  there  any  reason  why  a 
presumption  should  be  made  for  any  party  disobeying 
the  law.  It  is  not  like  a  ministerial  act;  no  act  can 
be  more  judicial  than  determining  the  question  of  bring- 
ing an  appeal  Rex  v.  Catesby  (&)  and  Rex  v.  ISnck' 
ley  {c)  were  decided  on  the  presimiption  of  a  custom 
in  the  parish  to  be  intended  in  favour  of  the  validity 
of  an  indenture  and  certificate  respectively;  and  see 
Rexi  V.  Earl  Shiltan  (rf).  In  Rex  v.  CKfton  (e),  Xoac- 
reneey  J.,  speaking  of  a  certificate  under  13  &  14  Car.  2^ 
c  12,  says,  '^  An  authority  cannot  be  executed  by 
one,  which  is  ^ven  by  the  statute  to  more  than  one. 
It  is  said  to  have  been  decided  in  Rex  v.  Wymond* 
ham  {/),  that  it  is  sufficient  if  the  certificate  be  granted 
by  a  majority  of  the  churdiwardens  and  overseers  A 
factOy  though  not  dejure.  The  case,  however,  does  not 
go  that  length.  The  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the 
whole  rather  is,  that  if  it  had  been  necessary  to  have  had 
the  fact  found  by  the  sessions,  and  they  had  returned 
that  there  had  been  twelve  parish  officers  at  the  time, 
the  certificate  would  have  been  bad,   and  advaotage 

(a)  6  A.  &  E.  8(53.  (d)  1  B.  &  A.  275. 

(b)  2  B.  &  C.  814.  (e)  2  East,  168. 

(c)  12  East,  361.  (/)  6  T.  R.  562. 
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miglit  have  been  taken  of  the  defect  in  that  collateral         1844. 
procedupe."    Regina  v.  Colbeck  (a)  decides,  that,  under    xhe  Qubeic 
the  9  Geo.  1,  c.  7,  8.  8,  and  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c  76,  s.  81,  ^' 

Inhabitants  of 

where  there  are  pariah  officers,  individual  rate-payers  Lbominstbb. 
cannot  appeal  Since,  therefore,  upon  similar  words  in 
other  statutes,  the  Courts  have  come  to  .the  conclusion 
that  they  must  be  dejure  parish  officers  to  perform  their 
duties  in  the  case  of  apprentices,  certificates,  and  vest- 
ing the  parish  property,  and  it  is  clear  that  they  could 
not  in  any  less  capacity  bring  an  action  or  justify  a 
distress  for  poor's  rates,  as  in  The  Governors  of  Bristol 
Poor  V.  Wait  (&),  it  is  but  reasonable  that  a  construc- 
tion consistent  with  all  other  statutes  should  be  put 
upon  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  and  that  no  presumption 
should  be  made  in  favour  of  parties  in  such  a  pre- 
dicament. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman^  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — On  the  trial  of  the  appeal  in  this  case,  the 
respondents  objected  that  the  persons  by  whom  the 
notice  of  appeal  had  been  signed  did  not  legally  con- 
stitate  either  the  churchwardens  and  overseers,  or  the 
churchwardens,  or  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  ap- 
pellant parish ;  that  there  was  no  body  in  office  com- 
petent to  give  the  said  notice.  It  appeared  that  one 
Clare  was  one  of  the  churohwardens,  and  that  another 
person  had  been  appointed  churchwarden,  who  died 
before  the  notice  of  appeal  was  given,  and  no  successor 
Iiad  been  appointed.  Clare  signed  the  notice  twice, 
once  as  churchwarden,  and  once  as  overseer.  We  think 
the  sessions  perfectly  right  in  proceeding  to  try  that  ap- 
peal, in  q)ite  of  this  novel  objection ;  for  which  there 
can  be  no  reasonable  foundation,  unless  the  appellant 
parish  legally  was  free  to  repudiate  the  acts  of  the 

(a)  12  A«  &  £.  161.  (6)  1  A.  &  £.  264. 
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1844.  officers,  by  whom  it  was  represented ;  but  this  we  thinL 
The  Queen  *^®  parish  could  not  do:  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  thai 
^  ^  .^'       .    it  was  bound  by  their  acts,  and  must  submit  to  an^ 

Inhabitants  of    .  .  ^ 

Leominster,  judgment  against  those  whom  they  have  represented  at 
having  power  to  act  for  them,  although  they  may  hav< 
been  irregularly  appomted,  unless  the  document  is  in- 
valid  on  the  face  of  it.  The  respondents  would,  there- 
fore, have  all  the  benefit  of  a  decision  on  the  merits  of  the 
case  in  their  favour,  and  are  not  at  liberty  to  enter  intc 
the  consideration  of  the  legality  of  the  several  appoint 
ments  in  the  adverse  parish  on  the  trial  of  an  appeal. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 


Fdfruafy  Qth,         The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Pilkjngton. 

An  order  of  re-   vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the 
upon  the  exa-     removal  of  Christopher  Morley,  his  wife  and  children^ 

mination  of  the 

pauper,  which 

stated — *'  In  1828,  when  I  was  15  years  old,  I  went  to  work  at  Messrs.  C.  &  D/s  factory 

in  P.    There  was  a  custom  in  the  mill  requiring  the  workpeople  to  give  a  fortnight*! 

notice  before  leaving  their  employment.    I  remained  in  that  employment  better  than  twc 

years,  during  the  whole  of  which  time  I  resided  and  slept  in  P. ;  I  worked  under  the  custom 

as  to  giving  notice,  and  I  was  compelled  to  serve  a  fortnight's  notice  before  leaving." 

The  grounds  of  appeal  traversed  the  hiring,  service,  residence,  and  settlement,  in  fact; 
and  objected,  that  the  examination  was  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  and  did  not  warrant  the  ordei 
of  removal ;  that  it  did  not  shew  or  contain  any  legal  evidence  of  the  settlement  in  P.,  noi 
state  sufficient  facts  to  shew  that  the  pauper  gained  a  settlement  by  hiring  and  service 
therein. 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  it  was  proved,  on  the  part  of  the  respondents,  that,  in  1828, 
the  pauper  went  to  work  as  a  **  piecer'*  at  C.  &  D.'s  cotton-mill.  He  was  to  serve  them, 
the  master  spinners ;  but  the  practice  of  such  mills  is,  that  the  piecers  assist  certaii 
**  spinners,'*  to  whom  respectively  they  are  attached.  The  spinner  receives  the  whole 
wages  from  the  master  spinners  for  the  work  done  with  such  assistance,  and  thereout  pays 
the  piecers,  whom  he  engages  and  dismisses,  without  the  interference  of  the  master  spinners. 
The  pauper  was  engaged  by  one  E.,  a  spinner,  and  served  under  him  more  than  a  year ; 
and  was  paid  his  wages,  every  fortnight,  by  the  hands  of  E. 

It  was  objected,  by  the  appellants,  that  there  was  no  proof  of  a  yearly  or  general  hiring; 
and  that  the  service,  being  to  E.,  varied  from  that  stated  in  the  examination.  The  sessions, 
however,  overruled  the  objections,  and  confirmed  the  order. 

Heidi  1.  That  the  grounds  of  appeal  stated  no  valid  objection  to  the  examination. 

2.  That  the  facts  of  the  case  were  sufficient  to  prove  a  general  hiring. 

3.  That  the  sessions,  having  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  or 
the  objections,  must  be  presumed  to  have  found  that  the  hiring  by  E.  was  a  hiring  bj 
C.  &  D.,  as  stated  in  the  examination,  and  that  the  facts  stated  warranted  such  finding. 
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from  the  township  of  Preston  to  the  township  of  Pil- 
kington,  both  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  the  sessions 
confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
on  a  case. 

The  order  was  grounded  on  the  following  examina- 
tion : — Christopher  Morley,  the  pauper,  said :  "  When 
I  was  about  fifteen  years  of  age,  I  went  to  work  at 
Messrs.  Crompton  &  Ditchfield's  factory,  in  the  town- 
ship of  Filkington.  It  was  about  the  latter  end  of  the 
year  1828.  There  was  a  custom  in  the  mill  requiring 
the  workpeople  to  give  a  fortnight's  notice  before  leav- 
ing their  employment.  I  remained  in  their  employment 
better  than  two  years,  during  the  whole  of  which  time 
I  resided  in  Outwood,  in  the  said  township  of  Pilking- 
ton,  and  slept  there.  I  worked  tmder  the  custom  as 
to  giving  notice.  The  works  consisted  of  two  mills  ad- 
joining each  other ;  and  when  I  wanted  to  leave  the  first 
mill  (in  which  I  had  been  working  for  about  a  year)  to 
go  to  the  other  mill,  I  was  compelled  to  s^rve  a  fort^ 
night's  notice  before  leaving.  The  second  mill  was 
under  i  similar  custom ;  and  after  I  had  worked  in  it 
better  than  a  year,  I  had  a  dispute  with  the  overlooker 
and  wanted  to  leave  at  once,  but  was  not  allowed.  The 
overlooker  afterwards  gave  me  a  fortnight's  notice,  at 
the  end  of  which  time  I  left  the  factory.  I  have  not 
since  done  any  act  to  gain  a  settlement  in  my  own 
right."  The  examination  then  stated  his  subsequent 
marriage  and  chargeability. 

The  statement  of  the  groimds  of  appeal  was  as  fol- 
lows : — 

**  That  the  examination  does  not  shew  any  settlement 
in  the  township  of  Filkington. 

"That  it  does  not  contain. any  legal  evidence  of  the 
setdement  of  the  persons  removed. 

"  That  it  is  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  and  does  not  warrant 
any  order  of  removal 


1844. 


Thb  Queen 

V. 

InhabiUnts  of 
Filkington. 
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1844.  "  That  it  does  not  state  sufficient  facts  to  shew  that 

Thb  Qubbk    *^®  ^^  Christopher  Morley  gained  a  settlement  by 
I  hab^tA  ta  f   ^^^^S  *^^  scrvicc  in  Pilkington. 

PiLKiNOTON.  "  That  there  was  no  such  hiring  and  service  at  Messrs. 
CrcHnpton  &  Ditchfield's  factory  or  residence  in  the 
township  of  Pilkington,  as  in  the  examination  allied. 

^^  That  the  sidd  Christopher  Morley  is  not  l^ally  settled 
in  the  township  of  Pilkington." 

On  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  appellants  objected  to 
the  sufficiency  of  the  examination,  because  no  general  or 
yearly  hiring  was  stated^  or  could  be  implied  from  the 
examination.  They  also  objected  that  there  waa  no 
allegation  that  the  pauper  was  settled  in  the  appellant 
township.  The  sessions,  however,  overruled  these  ob- 
jections, subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  and  the 
following  facts  were  proved  on  behalf  of  the  respond- 
ents:— 

In  the  year  1828  the  pauper  went  to  work  as  a  piecer 
at  Crompton  &  Ditchfield's  cotton-milL     He   waa  to 
serve  the  persons  working  the  mill  as  master  spiiinerd, 
who   were  Messrs.  Crompton  &   Ditchfield;    but  the 
practice  of  such  mills  is,  that  the  piecers  assist  certain 
spinners  to  whom  respectively  they  are  attached.     The 
wages  paid  by  the  master  spinner  are  in  proportion  to 
the  work  done :  the  spinner  receives  the  whole  wages 
for  the  work  done  by  him  with  such   assistance,  and 
thereout  pays  the  piecers,  without  the  interference  of  the 
master  spinner.     The  obligation  of  the  parties  to  re«- 
main  in  the  same  service  varies  in  different  mills.    Ther^ 
were  no  printed  rules  in  the  mill  in  question  to  r^u^ 
late  such  obligation,  but  it  was  understood  that  all  per-* 
sons  there  employed  were  bound  to  give  a  fortnight's 
notice  of  their  intention  to  leave  the  service,  subject  to 
this  understanding :  the  spinner  engages  and  dismisses 
his  own  piecers,  without  the  interference  of  the  master 
spinner.     The  pauper  was  engaged  by  one  Eatocky  a 
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fpiuner,  and  served  under  him  for  a  little  mare  than  a 
year,  during  all  which  time  he  was  a  bachelor,  unmarried, 
and  without  child  or  children,  and  worked  and  slept  at 
Pilkington.    His  wages  were  reckoned  by  the  week,  but 
paid  every  fortnight  by  the  hands  of  Eatock,  and  he 
could  leave  the  service  at  the  end  of  any  week,  giving  a 
fortnight's  notice.     At  the  end  of  the  above  period,  the 
pauper,  wishing  to  work  as  a  spinner  in  an  adjoining 
mill  belonging  to  the  same  proprietors,  was  required  to 
pve  a  fortnight's  notice  of  his  intention  to  leave.     This 
adjoining  mill  was  worked  by  one  Meadowcroft,  who 
took  it  of  Messrs.  Crompton  &  Ditohfield,  and  had  the 
^le  management  of  it,  spinning  by  commission  for  them 
^  8o  much  a  cwt  of  cotton  yam  spun,  but  the  mill  was 
binder  the  superintendence  and  control  of  the  proprie- 
tor^   The  pauper  immediately  engageil  himself  with 
^leadowcrofl  to  work  at  this  adjoining  mill  as  a  spinner, 
^d  to  be  pidd  according  to  the  quantity  of  work  done. 
Nothing  was  said  as  to  how  long  he  was  to  remain,  but 
^ere  was  the  same  understanding  as  to  notice.     He 
^i^ed  more  than  a  year,  receiving  his  wages  every  fort- 

^ght  from  MeadowcrofVs  manager.    He  then  left,  hav- 

« 

^^^  received  a  fortnight's  notice  from  the  manager. 
I-^tiring  all  this  time  he  was  a  bachelor,  without  child  or 
^Hildren,  and  worked  and  slept  within  the  township  of 
^ilkington. 

Upon  this  evidence  being  given,  the  appellants  ob- 
jected, that  there  was  no  proof  of  a  settlement,  as  there 
'^^  not  been,  in  the  case  of  either  service,  a  hiring  for  a 
y^iar;  that  the  first  ser\'ice  was  to  Eatock,  and,  there- 
^re,  varied  from  the  examination  sent  to  the  appellants; 
^hat  the  second  service  shewed  a  similar  variance,  and 
that  no  settlement  could  be  gained  under  a  hiring  and 
Service  as  above  described.    The  sessions,  however,  con- 
firmed the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
Upon  the  several  objections  taken  as  above  mentioned. 


1844. 


The  Qurbn 

r. 
Inhabitants  of 
Pilkington. 
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1844.  Cawlinffy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions  («). — The 

Thb  Queen     examination  is  amply  sufficient  with  reference  to  the 
?•  objections  taken  in  the  grounds  of  appeal.     It  shews  a 

PiLKiNOTON.  yearly  hiring,  and  of  that  there  was  legal  evidence, 
whether  conclusive  or  not.  The  pauper  states  that  he 
went  to  work  at  the  factory,  and  remained  at  work  more 
than  two  years,  and  that  no  one  could  leave  work  without 
a  fortnight's  notice ;  from  that  a  general  or  yearly  hiring 
will  by  law  be  implied :  Rex  v.  Lyth  (6),  Rex  v.  Hofy 
Trinity  in  Wareliam  (c).  And  the  want  of  a  yearly 
hiring  is  the  only  objection  which  the  appellants  are  now 
entitled  to  take  under  their  grounds  of  appeal.  The 
fortnight's  notice  also,  which  is  mentioned  in  the  case,  is 
sufficient  to  raise  the  presumption  that  the  hiring  was 
for  a  year:  Rex  v.  St,  Andrew^ s^  Pershore  [d).  [Cofc- 
ridgey  J. — In  that  case  there  was  a  different  reservation 
of  wages,  and  the  principle  there  was  the  diffisrence 
between  the  two  periods  for  payment  of  wages  and 
notice  on  leaving.  Wightmariy  J. — It  is  stated  in  the 
evidence  that  the  wages  were  reckoned  weekly].  The 
sufficiency  of  the  evidence  cannot  be  looked  at  now  in  con- 
sidering the  examinations :  Rex  v.  St.AndretD*s,Per8hare(d) 
is  directly  in  point,  for  here  there  was  no  contract  from 
week  to  week.  Secondly,  it  is  objected,  that  the  con- 
tract was  entered  into  with  Eatock ;  but,  if  that  be  so, 
still  it  would  be  a  hiring  by  Eatock,  as  agent,  on  behalf 
of  Messrs.  Crompton  &  Ditchfield,  and  the  service  is 
stated  to  have  been  under  them.  The  pauper  would 
have  had  a  right  to  sue  them  in  an  action  for  wages. 
The  rule  requiring  a  fortnight's  notice  is  one  which  is 
stated  to  have  existed  in  the  other  factories  of  Messrs. 
Crompton  &  Ditchfield,  and  therefore  not  peculiar  to 
that  in  which  Eatock  was  foreman.  The  rule,  there- 
fa)  January  20th,  before  Lord  (b)  5T.  R.327. 
Denman,  C.  J.,  PatUsotif  Cole-  (c)  Cald.  141 ;  2  Bolt.  383. 
ridge,  and  fVightman,  Js.  (d)  8  B.  &  C.  679. 
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fore,  was  made  by  the  proprietors;  and  the  fact,  that         1844. 
the  pauper  was  bound  by  it,  shews  that  he  was  serving    rp^^  qubbv 
under  then:  control.  ,  «'• 

Inhabitants  of 

PiLKINOTON. 

Woriley  and  /.  Peel^  contr&. — The  order  of  sessions 
must  be  quashed.  The  course  of  decisions  in  this  Court 
shews,  that,  neither  in  examinations  nor  grounds  of  ap- 
peal may  any  thing  which  might  be  stated  be  left  to  in- 
ference: Regina  v.  North  Bovey  (a),  Regina  v.  TheJus" 
tmof  the  West  Riding  (6),  Regina  v.  Old  Stratford  {c). 
Ryina  V.  Wymondham  {d\  The  statements  in  this  ex- 
Mnination  are  consistent  with  a  different  kind  of  settle- 
ment from  that  intended  to  be  set  up.  It  contains  no 
statement  of  a  hiring  or  of  a  service ;  so  that,  for  any 
thing  which  appears,  the  pauper  may  have  been  an  ap- 
prentice. The  word  servant  is  not  used,  nor  any  term 
to  shew  that  the  pauper  was  under  the  exclusive  control 
of  Messrs.  Crompton  and  Ditchfield.     Rex  v.  Lyth  [e) 

• 

J8  not  impugned ;  that  case  only  shews,  that,  from  evi- 
dence of  service  for  a  year,  a  contract  for  a  year  may  be 
nnplied,  but  is  no  authority  in  reference  to  the  necessity 
of  alle^ng  in  examinations  a  hiring  for  a  year.  In  the 
present  case,  even  if  the  examination  was  held  to  be 
snfiBcient,  the  facts,  as  stated,  are  not  such  as  to  enable 
the  Coiut  to  infer  a  hiring  for  a  year:  Rex  v.  Han- 
^^  (/)  5  where  it  was  held,  that  a  hiring  at  so  much  a 
^eek,  to  part  on  a  week's  notice  by  either  party,  would 
^ot  warrant  the  presumption  of  a  general  hiring,  even 
^r  six  years'  service.  The  presumption  said  to  arise 
from  the  fortnight's  notice  is  rebutted  by  the  fact,  that, 

• 

^  yearly  hirings,  the  usual  time  for  giving  notice  on 
quitting  service  is  a  month,  and  not  a  fortnight.     Se- 

(o)  2  Q.  B.  R.  500.  {(l)  Id.  541. 

(h)  Id.  505.  (f)  5  T.  R.  327. 

(c)  Id.  513.  (/)  2  East,  423. 
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1844.        oondly>  it  does  not  appear  whose  servant  the  pauper 

TbTqueen    ^^^    ^®  °^*y  ^  ^^^  ^  taken  to  have  been  the  servant 
p*  of  Eatock  as  of  Messrs.  Crompton  &  Ditchfield,  and 

Inhabitantfl  of  , 

PiLKiNOTON.  no  inference  on  this  point  can  be  allowed.  Hex  v. 
Sparskolt  {a).  It  should  be  remembered,  too,  that  the 
pauper  himself  was  under  examination;  all  the  facta 
were  within  his  own  knowledge,  and  he  should  have 
been  asked  whether  or  not  there  was  a  hiring  for  a 
year:  there  was  no  necessity  to  leave  any  thing  for 
inference,  as  might  be  urged  if  a  person  had  been  under 
examination  who  had  had  no  means  of  knowing  all  the 
facts.  Lastly,  the  case  shews  clearly  a  variance.  The 
examination  sets  up  a  hiring  by  Messrs.  Crompton  & 
Ditchfield ;  and  the  question  at  the  sessions  was,  whe- 
ther there  was  or  was  not  a  hiring  by  them :  the  fkcts, 
however,  as  proved,  all  tended  to  shew  that  the  hiring 
was  by  Eatock,  and  such  a  variance  must  be  considered 

fatal. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  tlie  judgment 
of  the  Court. — In  this  case  the  question  was,  whether 
the  notice  of  appeal  stated  any  valid  objection  to  the 
examination.     There  was  a  minute  criticism  of  some  of 
the  expressions,  but  we  think  there  is  no  valid  objection 
to  that  examination.     It  may  be  very  true  that  where 
the  settlement  depends  upon  a  single  fact,  known  to  the 
pauper,  such  as  residing,  or  being  uimiarried  without 
child  or  children,  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  his  examina- 
tion should  contain  a  specific  statement  of  that  very  fact 
But  it  is  very  different  as  to  the  legal  consequence 
of  facts.     Hiring  is  a  most  difficult  question  of  law. 
The  justices  of  the  peace  may  possibly  have  asked  the 
pauper  whether  he  was  hired  or  not :  the  answer  may 
have  been,  "  I  do  not  know  what  you  call  hired,  but  I 

(«)  4A.&E.491. 


HILARY  VACATION,  7  VICT.  97 

will  tell  you  what  took  place  on  the  occasion; "  and  then         1844. 
he  may  poesibly  state  facts,  as  in  the  present  instance;    xhTq**^ 
and  if  those  facts  which  appear  in  the  statement  of  the  t'- 

pauper  amount  to  evidence  of  a  hiring  for  a  year>  then  Piuunoton. 
the  justices  may  properly  adjudicate  that  the  settlement 
was  g^ed,  and  remove  the  party  upon  it;  and  they 
must  govern  their  opinion  by  the  effect  of  such  state- 
ment, if  it  appear  to  amount  to  any  evidence  of  facts 
sufficient  for  such  a  hiring.  In  the  second  place  the  scs- 
sioDs  found  a  settlement,  on  the  evidence  of  the  hiring 
and  service,  subject  to  our  opinion  whether  the  objections 
are  well  founded  or  not.  The  first  objection  was,  it  was 
doubtful  whether  this  was  a  general  hiring,  but  we 
thought  the  facts  of  the  case  furnished  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  such  a  hiring;  and  then  the  next  objection  was, 
that  it  was  doubtful  whether  the  pauper  was  hired  by 
the  owner  of  the  mill,  or  by  the  person  called  the  spin- 
ner, who  immediately  employs  the  pauper  and  others  in 
his  situation.  The  sessions  found  the  hiring  and  ser- 
^  subject  to  our  opinion. 

The  question  was  •as  to  the  effect  of  that  finding. 

The  Court  have  either  done  right  or  wrong  in  sending 

tl^  to  us.      They  have  done  right  if  they  ask  our 

opinion  whether  the  facts  stated  will  warrant  the  find- 

"Jg  which  they  have  made  of  the  party  being  hired ; 

bnt  they  have  done  wrong  if  they  refer  to  us  the  mere 

qiiestion  of  fact,  and  ask  our  opinion  as  a  jury  upon 

it   We  are  not  to  assimie  they  have  done  wrong;  we, 

therefore,  must  conclude  they  have  put  the  question 

to  us  in  this  way,  whether  the  facts  which  led  them 

to  the  judgment  which  they  have  formed  are  such  as 

were  competent  to  found  that  judgment.     We  think 

those  facts  sufficient.     The  case  oi  Rex  v.  Spar8holt(a) 

was  that  which  was  most  referred  to,  as  shewing  we  are 

to  form  our  opinion,  or  to  send  the  case  back  to  the  scs- 

(o)  4  A.  &  E.  491. 
VOL.  I.  H  N.  S.  C. 
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1844.         sions  on  such  a  question ;  but  in  that  case  the  remoyal 

Thb  Qukbn    ^*®  confirmed.     What  was  done  by  the  justices  was 

inhfthT'  ta  of  ^*^l^^g^*'   W®  ^^  ^^^  t*J^6  upon  ourselves  to  say  they 

PiLKiNOTON.  have  done  anything  wrong,  where  there  is  a  sufficient 

foundation  for  the  judgment.     In  this  case  the  order 

wiU  be  confirmed. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 


FA.  loih.      The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  RmiNo 

of  Yorkshire. 
(Crick  v.  Sheffield). 

'^r*^*'  ^,      An  this  case  there  had  been  a  peremptory  manda- 

iw.4,c.2l,  ,  .         ,     .      .  , 

1.6,  enacts,       mu8(a}  to  the  justices  to  erase,  or  cause  to  be  erased, 

of  application  ^^™  ^®  records  of  the  quarter  sessions,  an  entry  of  an 
^^^  ^Lu"*  °^  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal,  and  the  order  of  the 
whatsoerer,  the  Court  Confirming  it,  and  to  enter,  as  of  a  former  sea- 
application,  sions,  the  appeal  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseerB  of 
writ  s^  be  Crich  against  the  said  order,  and  cause  continuances  to 
Kranted  or  re-    ^e  entered  and  to  hear  and  determine  the  appeaL 

nued,  and  also  ^  ^  .  *^* 

the  costs  of  the  The  first  writ  recited  the  orisrinal  order  of  removal, 

same  shall  be  the   examinations  and   the  notice  of  chargeability^  a 

^md^haU  ^^^ce  of  appeal  to  the  next  general  quarter  sessions,  a 

be  in  the  dis-  countermand  of  the  notice,  and  a  notice  of  the  intention 

cretion  of  the 

Court."  to  appeal  in  the  event  of  removal ;  an  entry  of  the  ap- 

tory  writ^f '  P^  ^7  ^®  officers  of  Sheffield,  the  removing  township, 
mandamos         without  the  knowledge  of  the  officers  of  Crich,  and  the 

issued  to  a  ^  ^=>  ' 

Coortofquarter  confirmation  of  the  order  by  the  sessions  without  hea]> 
ing  the  justices   ing  the  merits,  and  without  the  privity,  knowledge,  or 

to  erase  firom 
the  records  of 

the  Court  an  entry  made  at  a  previous  sessions,  which  was  manifestly  wrong,  and  made 
without  jurisdiction,  but  in  accordance  with  the  practice  of  the  sessions,  and  which  entry 
had  been  made  on  application  by  the  respondents,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  appellants. 
Upon  motion  for  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  respondents — Heldj  that,  as  the  erasure  of  such 
entry  was  an  act  which  the  sessions  could  not  do,  and  as  the  entry  was  made  by  the  fmlt 
of  the  justices,  or  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  the  Court  would  not  order  the  respondents  to  pay 
the  costs. 

(a)  Regina  v.  The  Justices  p/the  West  Riding^  3  G.  &D.  170. 
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consent  of  the  officers  of  Crich ;  the  removal  more  than        1844. 
six  months  afterwards,  and,  at  the  same  time  with  the    thb  Qubbn 
removal,  notice  of  the  confiilnation  of  the  order  on  ap-   xhe  Justices 
peal;  lastly,  the  refusal  by  the  sessions  of  an  application        ^^^ 
by  the  officers  of  Crich  for  the  erasure  of  the  entry  of 
the  appeal,  and  the  judgment  thereon,  from  the  records 
of  the  Court,  and  for  the  entry  of  the  appeal  as  of  the 
then  sessions,  and  the  adjournment  of  it,  with  a  view  to 
its  being  heard  and  determined. 

To  this  writ  there  was  a  return,  admitting  all  the 
facts  stated  in  the  writ,  and  urging  that  the  sessions  had 
not  jurisdiction  of  their  own  authority  to  erase  an  entry 
on  their  records;  and  that,  inasmuch  as  the  order  re- 
mained confirmed,  they  had  no  authority  to  enter  con- 
tinuances and  to  hear  the  appeal 

The  validity  of  this  return  was  argued  on  a  con- 
cilium; and  a  peremptory  mandamus  was  awarded  (a): 
this  Court,  however,  being  of  opinion  that  the  sessions 
had  not  jurisdiction  of  their  own  authority  to  erase  an 
entry  once  made  on  their  record,  unless  directed  by  man- 
damus to  do  so.  The  appeal  was  afterwards  entered 
and  heard,  and  the  order  of  removal  quashed  on  the 
merits. 

In  Michaelmas  Term^  Whitehurst  having  obtained  a 
rule  calling  on  the  present  and  late  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  Sheffield  to  shew  cause  why  they  should 
not  pay  all  the  costs  incurred  in  prosecuting  the  above 
applications, 

Pashleyf  now  shewed  cause  (i). — This  rule  must  be 
discharged  on  two  grounds ;  first,  because  the  facts  are 
not  such  as  to  induce  the  Court  to  grant  costs,  if  they 

(a)  3  G.  fr  D.  170.  Denman,   C.  J.,   Patteson    and 

(b)  January  31st,  before  Lord     Coleridge,  Js. 

h2 
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1844. 


The  Quebn 

The  Justices 

of  the 
West  Riding. 


had  the  power ;  and  secondly,  because  the  sixth  section 
of  stat.  1  W.  4,  c.  21  (fl),  which  is  the  only  provision  of 
the  law  that  can  be  adduced  in  support  of  the  rule,  does 
not  extend  to  such  a  case  as  this.  On  the  first  point  it 
is  dear,  and  it  was  so  laid  down  by  this  Court,  in  Regina 
V.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (&),  where  the  peremp- 
tory mandamus  was  awarded,  that  the  sessions  had  not 
jurisdiction  of  their  own  authority  to  erase  this  entry 
from  their  records.  It  is  denied  on  the  affidavits  that 
the  officers  of  Crich  ever  asked  the  sessions  to  enter  and 
respite  their  appeal,  with  a  view  to  its  being  heard  and 
determined ;  and  the  sessions  clearly  have  no  power  to 
enter  and  respite  an  appeal,  unless  an  application  be 
made  to  them  to  do  so.  The  case  then  stands  thus :  the 
prosecutors  asked  the  sessions  to  do  that  which  they  had 
not  the  power  to  do,  and  the  sessions  of  themselves  could 
do  nothing  to  lud  them.  The  prosecutors  then  came 
here  for  a  mandamus,  and  ultimately,  under  the  authority 
of  the  Court,  obtained  a  hearing  at  the  sessions.  On 
these  facts  then,  even  as  against  the  justices,  on  whom 
there  is  no  imputation,  they  would  not  be  entitled  to 
costs :  but  this  rule  only  calls  on  the  overseers  of  the 
respondent  parish  to  pay  the  costs.  It  is  conceded  as  a 
general  rule,  that  the  party  ultimately  succeeding  on  a 
mandamus  is  entitled  to  costs :  Regina  v.  The  Mayor ^ 
§*c.,  of  Newbury  (c).  But  in  this  case  the  special  cir- 
cumstances arc  sufficient  to  make  it  an  exception,  as  in 


(o)  Sect.  6.  "  And  for  making 
some  further  provision  for  the 
payment  of  costs  on  application 
for  mandamus,  be  it  further  en- 
acted, that  in  all  cases  of  appli- 
cation for  any  writ  of  manda- 
mus whatsoever,  the  costs  of 
such  application,  whether  the 
writ  sliall  be  granted  or  refused, 


and  also  the  costs  of  the  writ  of 
the  same  shall  be  issued  and 
obeyed,  shall  be  in  the  discretion 
of  the  Court;  and  the  Court  is 
hereby  authorised  to  order  and 
direct  by  whom  and  to  whom  the 
same  shall  be  paid. 

{b)  3  G.  &  D.  170. 

(c)  1  Q.B.  R.  751,  7C2. 
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!ie  case  of  Rex  v.  The  Cammissioners  of  the  Thames  and        i844. 
f£f  Nacigathn  (a).  T^Tq^n 

Afi  to  the'second  point,  the  Court  has  no  power  to  ^' 

,  The  JusTicBS 

Birard  these  costs:  the  writ  has  not  been  ^'issued  and        of  the 

ieyed**  according  to  the  meaning  of  the  sixth  sec-      ^^   idiwo. 

on,  but  after  a  return  a  peremptory  mandamus  has 

sen  awarded.    In  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Fall  {b)^  Lord 

}enmany  C.  J.,  in  giving  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 

bys,  "  It  is  dear  that  this  provision  was  not  intended 

>  be  repealed  by  stat.  1  WilL  4,  c  21,  the  clause  of 

hich  (sect.  6)  already  cited,  for  making  further  pro- 

Lnon  for  costs,  was  evidently  designed  merely  for  the 

laes  omitted  in  the  stat.  9  Ann.  c  20,  where  no  writ 

.  granted,  or,  if  granted,  is  at  once  obeyed.     Whe- 

ler  the  words  may  not  extend  further  and  give  the 

lourt  discretionary  power  over  the  costs  in  all  cases, 

lay  be  a  question  fit  to  be  considered ;  but  nothing  re- 

uires  the  exercise  of  that  discretion  in  all  cases."    The 

nly  parties  are  the  overseers  of  Crich,  prosecutors,  and 

le  justices  of  the  West  Hiding,  defendants.     No  costs 

an  in  such  case  be  awarded  to  be  paid  by  persons  not 

arties  to  the  record.     The  return  does  not  purport  to 

ave  been  made  on  behalf  of  these  overseers,  and,  there- 

jre,  the  fourth  section  of  1  Will.  4,  c.  21,  does  not 

pply.     That  statute  was  intended  only  to  provide  for 

Bses  for  which  there  was  no  other  remedy, — ^for  cases 

mitted  by  9  Ann.  c.  20. 

Whitehurstf  contr^ — The  parish  officers  of  Sheffield, 
Ithough  their  names  do  not  appear  on  the  record,  are 
he  real  parties;  they  having  indemnified  the  justices, 
nd  assisted  in  drawing  up  the  return.  The  appeal 
las  been  subsequently  heard  at  the  sessions,  and  the 
rder  of  removal  quashed  on  the  merits.  This  has 
»een  the  result  of  the  peremptory  mandamus,  and  such 

(a)  5  A.  &  E.  804.  (6)  1  Q.  B.  R.  G3G. 
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1844.         a  state  of  facts  could  not  have  been  brought  about  but 
The  Qubbn    for  the  mandamus ;  therefore,  on  the  facts  of  the  case 

The  Justices   ^^  ^®  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 

of  the  As  to  the  second pomt,  the  case  oiReginay.  St.  Samom^Bj 

West  Riding.    ^      _         ,  /  v    .  i      •       n       i  •  i-       • 

Southwark  (a),  is  a  strong  authority  tor  this  application. 
A  mandamus  issued  to  the  wardens  and  overseers  of  St 
Saviour's,  Southwark,  to  make  a  rate;  a  return  was 
made>  which  was  argued  on  a  concilium  and  quashed, 
and  the  Court  ordered  (under  stat.  1  Will.  4,  c  21,  s.  6), 
that  the  wardens  and  overseers  should  pay  the  costs. 
l^Pattesan,  J. — Could  you  not  have  obtained  costs  when 
the  case  was  set  down  and  argued  on  a  condlium?  The 
case  of  Regina  v.  St.  Saviour\  Southwark  (a),  is  not  a 
direct  authority ;  for,  though  it  was  ordered  that  costs 
should  be  psud,  it  was  also  said  they  should  not  be  paid 
personally.]  The  word  "  obeyed,"  in  the  sixth  section 
of  the  statute,  applies  as  well  to  a  peremptory  mandamus 
as  to  what  may  be  called  a  mandamus  **  nisi."  The 
judgment  delivered  by  TindaU  C.  J.,  in  Regina  v.  Fall  {b\ 
in  error,  puts  a  proper  construction  on  the  words  of  this 
statute.  He  says,  ^^  The  mode  of  legislation  adopted 
by  the  stat.  1  WilL  4,  c.  21,  s,  3,  by  referring  to  the 
prior  statute  of  9  Ann.  c.  20,  s.  2,  instead  of  contidning 
express  enactments  applicable  to  all  writs  of  mandamus, 
has  created  the  principal  difficulty  in  the  case,  and 
caused  a  doubt  to  exist,  whether  the  effect  of  the  statutes 
together  is  not  to  give  damages  and  costs  in  those  cases 
only  where  the  prosecutor  of  the  mandamus  might  have 
recovered  damages  in  respect  of  a  particular  injury  in 
an  action  on  the  case  for  a  false  return :  for  the  pro- 
vision in  stat.  9  Ann.  c  20,  s.  2,  was  applicable,  as  seems 
to  have  been  decided  by  the  case  oiKynazton  y.  The 
Mayor,  8fc.  of  Shrewsbury  (c),  to  such  cases  only.     But 


(a)  7  A.  &  E.  925.  (b)  1  Q.  B.  R.  659. 

(0  2  Stra.  105. 
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ve  are  of  opinion  that  the  construction  of  stat.  1  Will.         1844. 

4,  c.  21,  is  not  to  be  so  limited ;  and  that  to  give  effect  j^^  qubbn 

to  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  apparent  in  that  act,  i^  j*' 
^we  must  hold  that,  in  every  case,  the  person  who  sues         ^  the 

,  .       ,        ,  .  1    ,  T       Wbit  Riding. 

or  prosecutes  a  mandamus  is  thereby  entitled  to  da- 
xiiages  and  costs.  This  statute  provides,  that  the  enact- 
ment in  stat.  9  Ann.  c.  20,  as  to  the  recovery  of  damages 
snd  costs,  shall  be  extended  and  made  applicable  to  all 
other  writs  of  mandamus :  and  we  think  it  clear  that 
the  l^slature  intended  that  the  person  suing  or  prose- 
cuting in  all  such  writs  should  have  his  damages  and 
costs,  whether  an  action  for  a  false  return  on  the  ground 
of  particular  injury  sustained  by  him  would  lie  or  not." 
The  language  of  the  sixth  section  of  the  stat.  1  Will.  4, 
is  very  general,  and  refers  to  ^'  all  cases  of  applications 
ibr  any  writ  of  mandamus  whatsoever." 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — In  this  case  there  had  been  a  mandamus 
to  erase  an  entry  from  a  record :  the  return  was  held 
bad,  and  a  peremptory  mandamus  obtained.  We  are  now 
asked  to  dedde  that  the  prosecutors*  costs  of  these  writs 
of  mandamus  should  be  paid  by  the  overseers  of  the 
township  of  Sheffield,  at  whose  instance  the  entry  was 
originally  made,  and  who  acted,  no  doubt,  in  resisting 
the  rule.  A  question  was  ndsed  whether  the  sixth  sec- 
tion of  the  stat.  1  Will.  4,  c.  21,  applied  to  such  a  case 
as  this ;  the  words  of  it  are  very  large,  and  even  though 
it  did  not  extend  to  this  case,  the  fourth  section  would 
come  in  aid  of  it,  and  bring  these  overseers  within  its 
operation.  We  have  only  to  determine,  then,  whether 
the  facts  are  such  as  should  require  us  to  apply  this  sec- 
tion; and  we  are  of  opinion  that,  as  the  erasure  of  the 
entry  was  an  act  which  the  justices  could  not  do,  unless 
under  the  authority  of  a  mandamus,  while  the  entry 
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1844.  appears  to  have  been  made  by  the  fault  of  the  justices 
The  Qubin  ^^  ^^  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  in  accordance  with  a  prac- 
^   ^^'  tice  of  the  sessions  which  had  prevailed  (however  im- 

The  Justices  ^  '  ^ 

of  the  proper)  for  a  length  of  time,  we  are  not  called  upon 
to  make  the  order,  as  prayed,  and  this  rule  must  be 
discharged,  but  in  tliis  instance  without  costs. 

Rule  discharged. 


END    OF    HILARY    VACATION. 
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Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Bedingicah.         April  20tA, 

m 

was  an  ai)pcal  acrainst  an  order  of  two  mstices,  An  order  for 

oo  1       /  X  /.I  1      '   the  removal  of 

le  28th  01  January,  1843,  for  the  removal  of  a  pauper,  hia 
iuantril,  his  wife,  and  six  children,  from  the  ^ichndren.ne- 
f  Bediiigham  to  the  parish  of  Earsham,  both  in  "^'^^  that  it  was 

°  *  made  upon 

ity  of  Norfolk.  com2)laint  of 

1  ^1  ,  I*        1    ^    the  overseen  of 

exammatious  whereon  the  order  was  loimded  the  poor  of  the 
follow :—  ''T^°^!h 

and  adjudged 

folk,  to  wit. — The  information  and  complaint  the  place  of  the 

Smith,  of  the  parish  of  Bedingham,  &c.,  taken  tlement  of  the 

before  us,  two"  &c.,  who  said,  "  I  am  one  of  wtfe^*flwrf*/A«r 

rseei-s  of  the   parish  of  Bedingham."     [After  «'^.^^«Wr«i,  to 

^  °  ^  be  m  the  pansh 

of  E.    The  ex. 

aminations  sent 

ellants  with  the  order  included  a  copy  of  the  information  and  complaint  of/.  S., 

overseers  of  the  poor  of  B.  (the  respondent  parish).     It  was  admitted,  at  the 

appeal,  that  the  application  of  J.  S.  was  made  on  behalf  and  with  the  consent  of 

officers  of  B.  generally. 

That,  under  these  circumstances,  the  complaint  was  sufficient  to  found  the  order 

as  the  order  contained  an  adjudication  that  the  settlement  of  the  children  was 
IB  not  necessary  to  state  that  they  had  not  gained  a  settlement  for  themseWes. 
aaination  of  the  pauper,  after  setting  forth  a  settlement  alleged  to  have  been 
him  in  the  appellant  parish,  by  hiring  and  service  with  one  Spilling,  stated 
d  six  children,  aged  respectively  eighteen,  sixteen,  fourteen,  twelve,  nine,  and 

and,  amongst  other  histances  of  relief,  that,  on  several  of  his  wife's  confinements 
h  of  the  said  children,  whilst  residing  in  the  respondent  parish,  he  had  been 
dical  attendance  upon  his  wife,  by  and  at  the  expense  of  the  appellant  parish. 
;llants,  in  one  of  their  grounds  of  appeal,  objected  **  that  the  pauper  never  ac- 
^tlement  in  E.  by  hiring  and  service,  or  by  any  other  means.*' 
It  the  dates  of  such  relief  sufficiently  appeared  by  the  examination. 
>,  that,  under  this  ground  of  appeal,  the  sessions  were  right  in  admitting  evidence 
it  the  relief  given  by  the  appellants  had  been  given  under  a  mistaken  belief  that 

had  acquired  a  settlement  in  their  parish  by  the  hiring  and  service  with 
t  forth  in  the  examination. 

I  N*     S*     Cm 
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1844.        stating  the  residence  ^d  chargeability  of  the  paupe^' 

^    2     '       ^^^  ^®  family,  he  proceeded] : — "  Wherefore  /  pra^ 

y,  that  the  said  Peter  Quantril  may  be  examined  on  oath^ 

Bedinoham .    touching  the  place  of  his  last  legal  settlement,  and  that 

such  further  proceedings  may  be  had  herein  as  the  law 

in  such  case  directs." 

Peter  Quantril  (the  pauper)  said,  "  I  am  fifty  years 
of  age.  [After  stating  facts  relating  to  a  hiring  and 
service  with  a  Mr  John  Spilling,  in  Earsham,  he  pro- 
ceeded as  foUows] : — "  About  twenty-four  years  ago  1 
was  married  to  Elizabeth,  xny  present  wife,  whose 
maiden  name  was  Godfrey,  in  the  parish  church  oJ 
Bedingham,  and  by  whom  I  have  six  children  living 
all  born  in  wedlock,  namely,  John,  aged  eighteen  years 
Robert,  aged  sixteen  years,  George,  aged  fourteei 
yeiars,  Mary,  aged  twelve  years,  Ann,  aged  nine  years 
and  Elizabeth,  aged  four  years.  They  are  all  singh 
and  living  with  me,  in  the  parish  of  Bedingham,  anc 
forming  part  of  my  family. 

"  In  several  of  my  wife's  confinements  on  the  birth  o 
the  above  children,  and  whilst  residing  in  the  parish  o 
Bedingham,  I  have  been  allowed  by  the  overseers  of  th< 
parish  of  Earsham,  at  the  expense  of  that  parish,  a  sur 
geon  to  attend  my  wife,  and  whilst  residing  in  Beding 
ham  I  have  been  repeatedly  relieved  by  the  overseers  o 
Earsham  with  money.  I  and  my  said  wife  and  childrei 
are  residing  in  the  parish  of  Bedingham,  and  chargeabl 
to  that  parish." 

The  order  of  removal  was  as  foUows: — "  Wherea 
complaint  hath  been  made  to  us  &c.,  being  two  &c-,  b; 
the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Bedinghan 
that  Peter  Quantril,  aged  fifty  years,  Elizabeth,  hi 
wife,  and  John,  aged  eighteen  years,  Robert,  aged  sia 
teen  years,  George,  aged  fourteen  years,  Mary,  age 
twelve  years,  Ann,  aged  nine  years,  and  Elizabeth,  age 
four  years,  their  children,  have  come  to  inhabit  in  th 
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said  parish  of  Bedingham,  not  having  gsuncd  a  legal  set-         ib44. 
dement  there,  nor  having  produced  any  certificate  ac-      ^"     "     ^ 

TUE  QUBEN 

knowledging  them  to  be  settled  elsewhere,  and  that  they  v. 

are  now  actually  become  chargeable  to  the  same  parish :  bbdinoham. 
we  the  said  justices,  upon  examination  of  the  pre- 
mises, upon  oath  &c.,  do  adjudge  the  same  to  be  true, 
and  do  also  a^^udge  the  place  of  the  legal  settlement  o/"the 
said  Peter  Quantril,  Elizabeth,  his  wife,  and  the  said 
John,  Roberty  George,  Mary,  Ann,  and  Elizabeth,  their 
children,  to  be  in  tlie  said  parish  of  Earsliam,  in  the  said 
county  of  Norfolk.  These  are,  therefore,  in  her  Majesty's 
name  to  require  you,"  &c. 

A  copy  of  this  order  of  removal,  and  of  the  examin- 
ations, and  a  notice  of  chargeability  signed  by  John 
Cooper,  churchwarden,  and  John  Smith,  and  John  Pole, 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Bedingham,  were 
^Ifllygentto  the  appellants,  who  there ujwn  gave  notice  of 
appeal,  with  the  following  grounds  of  appeal : — 

"That  the  said  order  was  not  and  does  not  purport 
^  have  been  made  upon  the  complaint  of  the  overseers 
of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Bedingham,  but  of  John 
Smith  only,  described  as  being  one  of  such  overseers ; 
8nd  it  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  information 
of  the  said  John  Smith,  upon  which  the  said  order  is 
fomided,  that  he  was  authorised  by  the  churchwardens 
*Dd  overseers,  or  by  the  overseers  or  guardians  of  the 
said  parish  of  Bedingham,  to  make  such  comphunt  and 
formation  on  his  own  and  their  behalf." 

"That  the  respective  dates  at  which  the  said  Peter 
Q^Mmtril  stated  he  was  allowed,  by  the  overseers  of  the 
^d  parish  of  Earsham,  at  the  expense  of  that  parish, 
*  surgeon,  to  attend  liis  wife  in  her  confinements,  and 
mose  at  which  he  was  so  relieved  with  money,  and 
^  respective  sums  of  money,  are  not  set  forth  in  his 
*ud  examination  with  sufficient  particularity." 

"That  if  the  said  Peter  Quantril  was  hired  by  the 

i2 
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1844.         said  John  Spilling  for  a  year,  such  hiring  was  dissolve^ 

„^     X  before  the  exinration  of  the  year ;  and  that  the  said  Petez 

Thb  Queen  .  *  ,  ^        ' 

V,  Quantril  never  acquired  a  settlement  in  the  said  parish  oy 

Bbdimoham.  Earsham^  either  by  hiring  and  service  with  the  said  John 
Spilling y  or  by  any  other  meansr 

^^  That  it  is  not  stated,  and  does  not  appear,  upon  the 
copy  of  the  examination  of  the  pauper  Peter  Quantril 
or  order  made  thereupon  received  by  the  said  appel- 
lants, of  what  age  Elizabeth  his  wife  was  at  the  tim( 
of  her  marriage,  or  her  present  age ;  nor  by  sufficieni 
legal  evidebce  upon  the  face  of  the  said  Peter  Qnan- 
tril's  examination  or  otherwise,  whether  such  of  hi 
children  as  appear  upon  the  said  order  and  examina 
tion  to  be  of  the  age  of  seven  years  and  upwards  hav< 
been  emancipated  from  their  parents,  or  gained  any  set 
tlement  in  their  own  right ;  and  because  the  said  exa- 
mination of  Peter  Quantril  does  not  disclose  by  sufficieni 
legal  evidence,  whether  such  of  his  children  as  are  above 
the  said  age  of  seven  years,  or  any  and  which  of  them, 
have  gained  a  settlement  in  their  own  right ;  and  be- 
cause the  said  order  of  removal  does  not  contain  a  suf 
ficient  adjudication  of  such  children  or  any  of  them  nol 
having  gained  such  settlement." 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  appeal  the  appellants  reliec 
upon  the  objections  taken  in  their  several  grounds  o: 
appeal.  As  to  the  first  ground,  it  was  admitted  thai 
the  application  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  parish  officers 
and  with  their  consent;  and  the  sessions  decided  ii 
favour  of  the  respondents,  as  they  did  also  upon  the 
other  grounds  of  appeal ;  and  that  the  appellant  parisl 
had  not  been  misled  by  the  statements  in  the  examina- 
tions, and  that  they  were  sufficiently  certain  to  enable 
inquiry  to  be  made  as  to  the  reasons  set  out  for  the  re- 
moval Evidence  was  then  given  by  the  respondents  o: 
relief  given  by  the  appellant  parish,  out  of  the  poor 
rate  of  that  parish,  to  the  pauper  occasionally,  for  i 
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of  twenty  years,  whilst  he  was  residing  in  the         1844. 
re8f>ondent  parish ;  and  the  respondents  then  closed  their    -Z"**^ 

TThe  appellants  then  called  on  the  sessions  to  allow  them  bbdinoh  am. 
to  slx^w  that  such  relief  had  been  given  under  the  mis- 
takeim  belief  that  the  pauper  had  gained  a  settlement  in 
theix*  parish  by  his  hiring  with  Mr.  Spilling,  as  stated  in 
the  ^examination.  To  this  the  respondents  objected,  on 
^c  ^gTX)und  that  the  notice  did  not  state  that  as  one  of 
"^®  S^ounds  of  appeal. 

Tlxe  sessions  then  permitted  the  appellants  to  call 

the   j>auper  with  reference  to  this  point,  who,  on  exa- 

°^*^^^^on;  also  admitted,  that,  seven  or  eight  years  pre- 

^ou^    to  the  present  order,  he  was  examined  before 

^^-gistrates  at  a  petty  sessions  respecting   his  settle- 

^^^t;»  on  the  application  of,  and  whilst  he  was  residing 

^>  "the  respondent  parish,  who  refused  to  make  an  order ; 

^^Cie  which  he  had  been  relieved  several  times  by  the 

^^lH)ndent  parish  while  resident  in  it. 

^     ^the  sessions  quashed  the  order  of  removal,  subject  to 

for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following 

.Xits  :— 

5^.  Whether  there  had  been  a  suflScient  complaint  to 
^^  the  magistrates  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order,  and 
^ther  the  examinations  upon  which  the  said  order 
made  were  sufficient  in  law  to  support  it. 
^^    ^i.  Whether  the  sessions   ought  to  have   permitted 

^^  appellants  to  give  the  evidence  objected  to. 
^^  ^^Ihe  order  of  sessions  to  be  quashed  or  confirmed  as 
Court  may  decide  the  questions  submitted  to  them. 


.  Andrews  and  Gunning^  in  support  of  the  order  of 
ions. — The   sessions    were   right  in   quashing    the 
€r  in  this  case  on  four  grounds.    1.  There  was  no  suf- 
^^«nt  complaint  to  give  the  removing  magistrates  juris- 
^^^on,  having  been  made  by  one  overseer,  not  the  parish 
^■^icers  generally,  it  appearing  by  the  case  that  there  were 


^o^^ 
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1844.        three  at  least   This  depends  upon  the  construction  of  the 

13  &  14  Car.  2,  c  12,  s.  1,  which  enables  justices  to  remove 

ff'  poor  persons  "  upon  complaint  made  by  the  churchwar- 

Jnhabitants  of     _  ^  . 

Bedingham.  dens  or  overseers  of  the  poor  of  any  parish  to  any  justice 
of  the  peace."  That  complaint  is  the  foundation  of  the 
justices' jurisdiction,  and  must  be  stated  in  the  order: 
Rex  V.  Hare!}/  (a).  [fVilliamSy  J. — There  there  was  no 
complaint.]  So,  where  aai  order  stated  it  to  have  been 
made  on  complaint,  without  saying  of  whom,  the  Court 
quashed  it:  Weston- Rivers  v.  St  Peter^s  (b).  It  has 
been  frequently  decided,  that,  where  notices  are  required 
to  be  given  by  the  parish  oflScers,  they  must  be  signed 
by  a  majority,  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Cambridge- 
shire  (c),  and  Regina  v.  Westhury  [d) ;  a  majority  being 
sufficient,  but  requisite :  Rex  v.  Beeston  (e),  Grindley  v. 
Barker  (/).  Even  where  a  statute,  18  Geo.  3,  c  19, 
6.  5,  gives  an  appeal  against  the  allowance  of  constables' 
accounts,  **  in  case  the  overseer  or  overseers  of  the  poor 
of  any  township  shall  find  the  parish  is  aggrieved  by 
any  thing  done  or  omitted  by  the  constable,  or  shall 
have  any  material  objection  to  the  account,  or  to 
the  determination  of  the  justice  mentioned  in  the  4th 
section,"  it  appears,  from  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Lau" 
cashire  (  ^),  that  the  appeal  is  only  given  in  case  the  ma- 
jority concur  in  it ;  and  that  the  Legislature  did  not  in- 
tend thereby  to  give  an  appeal  to  any  one  of  that  body, 
and  so  empower  him  to  throw  the  burthen  of  heavy 
costs  on  the  parish.  Everything  necessary  to  the  juris- 
diction must  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  proceedings ; 
and  it  is  not  enough  that  it  was  taken  at  the  sessions  by 
consent,  that  a  fact  existed,  (as  of  hiring  or  service),  if  it 
was  not  stated. 

2.  The  examinations  are  defective  in  not  stating  any 

(a)  Andr.  .361.  (e)  3  T.  R.  592. 

(6)  2  Salk.  492.  (/)  1  B.  &  P.  229. 

(c)  7  A.  &  E.  480.  (ff)  5  B.  &  A.  755. 
{d)  Ante,  p.  33. 
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dates.    In  Ex  parte  Brosehy  (a),  where  a  hiring  was         1844. 

proTed  to  have  been  in  1810,  and  not  in  1813,  as  stated      ^     "*     ' 

in  the  examinations.  Lord  Denman^  C.  J.,  said,  "  Such  «. 

a  yariance  might  mislead  materially:  it  cannot  be  neces-  Bedingham. 
aary  to  shew  that  parties  were  in  fact  misled."  Re- 
peated instances  of  relief  are  spoken  of;  but  as  the 
parifih  oflBcers  are  changed  every  year,  it  would  be  most 
difficult  to  investigate  the  facts,  and  therefore  impor- 
tant to  know  the  year.  Regina  v.  Middleton  in  Tees- 
dak{b). 

3.  There  is  no  adjudication  that  the  three  children  who 
were  respectively  aged  twelve,  fourteen,  and  eighteen^ 
and  consequently  above  the  age  of  nurture,  had  gainc<l 
no  settlement  in  their  own  right,  which  is  requisite: 
2  Nolan,  223. 

4.  The  respondents  did  not  shew  by  affirmative  evi- 
dence that  the  pauper  had  gained  a  settlement  in  the 
appellant  parish ;  the  evidence  simply  was,  that  he  had 
"een  acknowledged  to  have  been  a  settled  inhabitant 
^  that  parish  by  relief  when  residing  out  of  the  parish: 
"*ey  contended  that  neither  of  the  grounds  of  appeal 
Would  let  in  evidence  to  prove  that  such  relief  had  been 
given  by  mistake.     Relief  not  being  one  of  the  modes 
of  gaining  a  settlement,  but  only  evidence  of  one,  the 
appellants  were  not  estopped  from  giving  that  evidence 
ni  support  of  the  ground,  which  denies  that  the  pauper 
acquired  a  settlement  either  by  hiring  and  service,  as 
stated,  or  by  any  other  means.     The  sessions,  therefore, 
were  right  in  receiving  the  explanatory  evidence,  and 
quashing  the  order. 

Archbold  and  Palmer,  contrk. — 1.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  the  complaint  must  actually  or  virtually  be  by  the 
churchwardens  or  ovei'seers,  and  that  where  an  instru- 

(a)  7  A.  &  E.  423.  ^  {h)  10  A.  &  E.  688. 
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1844.        ment  in  writing  is  required,  it  must  be  executed  by  a 
majority  of  them.     But  the  statute  does  not  require 
«.  that  it  should  be  in  writing,  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of 

Bedingham.  Buckinghamshire  (a) ;  and  it  may  be  made  by  one  of  the 
parties  with  the  consent  of  the  rest,  which  is  admitted  in 
the  case.  [Lord  Denmariy  C.  J. — It  does  not  appear  that 
that  admission  was  made  before  removal.]  No,  but  if 
the  fact  was  so,  the  justices  had  jurisdiction  without  the 
necessity  of  inquiring  into  the  fact.  The  justices  might 
not  know  whether  those  who  appeared  were  the  majo- 
rity of  the  parish  oflScers,  supposing  a  majority  requisite ; 
but  the  proceedings  would  not  be  vitiated,  if  the  fact 
were  so.  The  cases  cited  were  all  objections  to  the  order 
of  removal,  on  which  it  is  admitted  the  complaint  of  the 
overseers  must  appear. 

2.  The  dates  of  relief  are  sufficiently  ascertained,  and 
an  imperfect  statement  of  a  settlement,  or  failure  of 
proof  of  it,  does  not  affect  the  evidence  of  a  settlement 
furnished  by  relief:  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Camar^ 
vonshire  (b),  Regina  v.  Camrose  (c). 

3.  The  order  adjudicates  that  the  three  children  in 
question  were  settled  in  the  appellant  parish,  therefore 
it  was  not  necessary  to  state  their  ages  at  all.  Ringmore 
V.  Petworth  (d)  shews  that  the  defect  is  thereby  cured. 

4.  The  admission  of  evidence  to  shew  that  the  relief 
was  given  by  mistake  was  improper,  unless  the  appel- 
lants were  entitled  by  their  grounds  of  appeal  to  give  it. 
By  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  81,  it  is  provided,  that 
it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  appellant  parish,  on  the 
hearing  of  any  appeal,  to  go  into  or  give  evidence  of  any 
other  grounds  of  appeal  than  those  set  forth  in  their 
statement.     Therefore,  according  to  the  rules  of  plead- 


(o)  2  G.  &  D.  560.  (d)  Set.  &  Rem.  41 ;  3  Arch- 

(b)  2  Q.  B.  R.  325.  hold's  J.  P.  510. 

(c)  Id.  330,  n. 
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10^9   -tlie  grounds  of  appeal  should  deny^  or  confess  and        i844. 
avoids  the  grounds  of  removal  as  stated  in  the  examina- 
tioxi3.     Relief  is  a  good  ground  of  removal^  JRex.  v.  y. 

Etlntriwutawe  (a),  and  therefore,  in  answer  to  such  ground,    Bbdingham. 
it  is    not  sufficient  to  state  generally  that  the  pauper 
nev^eiT  gained  a  settlement  in  the  appellant  parish.     The 
appellants  should  in  their  grounds  have   denied  the 
relief^  or  admitted  it  and  stated  the  reasons  why  it  was 
not  csondusive.     They  have  done  neither  in  this  case, 
but  suaked  the  justices  at  the  sessions  to  allow  them  to 
coirfees  and  avoid  upon  the  hearing  of  the  appeal, 
[-^^^ifetfiwi,  J. — Suppose  the  examination  had  stated  no- 
thing   about  a  hiring  and  service,  but  merely  the  re- 
lief^ Qjid  that  the  appellants  had  said,  "  True,  we  did  re- 
^®^^    him,  but  he  never  gained  a  settlement."     They 
^^^d  not  by  that  throw  upon  the  respondent  parish  the 
^^o^asity  of  proving  the  fact  of  relief,  but  it  does  not 
loUo^w^  that  they  might  not  themselves  shew  that  no  set- 
"^i^aent  was  in  fact  gained,  however  difficult  it  might 
"®  "to  do  so.] 

I-K>Td  Denman,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  the 

®^®®^oiis  were  right  in  everything  but  the  mode   of 

®^taxig  the  case,  which  is  certainly  perplexing  enough. 

loey  liave  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  our  opinion 

^Pon  several  questions,  of  which  the  first  is,  whether 

y^^^*^^    was  a  sufficient  complaint  to  give  the  justices    . 

J^^^^^s^ictlon  to  make  the  order.     It  seems  to  me  that 

^   <^mplaint  was  sufficient.     It  was  made  by  and  in 

^    xiame  of  one  of  the  overseers  only,  but  the  order 

'^^^^'^^^s  that  it  was  made  on  the  complaint  of  all;  and  the 

*^^  l)eing  found  that  the  complaint  had  been  made  by 

^    authority  of  all,  though  only  in  the  name  of  one, 

^^t.  is  sufficient. 

(o)  SB.  &C.  671. 
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]844.  Then  comes  the  question^  whether  the  sessions  were 

right  in  allowing  the  appellants  to  give  the  evidence  ob- 
9.  jected  to.    I  think  that  in  this  as  in  the  other  point  the 

Bbdingham.  sessions  were  right.  The  examination  stated  a  settle- 
ment gained  in  a  particular  manner^  and  then  stated  the 
fact  of  relief  being  given  to  the  pauper^  as  if  he  was 
duly  settled  in  the  parish.  I  agree  with  my  Brother 
Pattesofiy  that  the  statement  of  the  relief  alone  might 
have  been  sufficient  to  justify  the  removal  That  relief 
mighty  however,  have  been  given  by  mistake,  and  so 
would  not  prove  a  settlement.  The  fact  of  relief  being 
given  is  strong  evidence,  but  it  is  much  stronger  when 
the  examinatibn  states  a  hiring  and  service,  and  relief 
given,  though  the  evidence  may  not  make  it  out.  There 
is  no  particular  mode  in  which  an  appellant  must  shew 
that  a  settlement  was  not  gained.  The  appellants  here 
say,  *^  We  do  not  deny  that  relief  was  given,  but  we  say 
that  we  can  shew  that  it  was  given  by  mistake,  and 
that  it  was  not  given  in  consequence  of  a  settlement 
having  been  gained."  The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
relieving  parish,  to  shew  that  no  settlement  was  in  fact 
gained,  ought  to  be  distinct  and  clear.  This  was  ef- 
fectually done  in  this  case,  and  I  think  the  sessions  were 
right  in  admitting  the  evidence. 

Patteson,  J. — I  think  that  the  sessions  were  right. 
The  complaint  imder  the  statute  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c,  12, 
need  not  be  in  writing;  if  it  is  made  by  the  overseers,  it 
is  sufficient.  Here  it  is  admitted  to  have  been  so  made, 
for  though  in  name  made  only  by  one  of  them,  it  was  in 
fact  made  by  the  authority  of  all.  Mr.  Andreses  con- 
tended that  great  inconvenience  would  arise  if  one  over- 
seer might  saddle  the  parish  with  heavy  costs,  but  that 
would  not  necessarily  be  so,  for  if  made  only  in  the  name 
of  one,  it  might  be  afterwards  repudiated  by  the  others. 
That  might  be  so  in  some  cases,  and  would  be  so  if  the 


"> 
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step  was  taken  by  one  on  his  own  authority  alone ;  but 
here  it  is  not  by  one  alone,  but  is  made  by  him  and  in 
his  name  on  the  authority  of  all,  and  this  was  admitted 
«t  the  sessions.     With  respect  to  the  second  point,  that    bedinoham. 
the  examination  was  not  sufficient  on  account  of  the 
dates  not  being  put  in,  that  is  answered  by  shewing  the 
periods  at  which  the  surgeon  was  sent  at  the  time  of  the 
confinement  of  the  pauper's  wife :  so  that  the  dates  arc 
HI  effect  set  out>  though  it  might  perhaps  have  been 
better  if  they  had  been  stated  in  a  more  regular  and 
complete  manner.     Then,  as  to  its  not  being  adjudged 
tliat  the  children  above  mentioned  had  not  gained  a  set- 
tlement, I  have  looked  into  the  forms  in  Burn,  and  I 
find  them  to  be  the  same  as  that  which  has  been  used 
l^ere ;  and  the  adjudication,  that  the  children  were  settled 
u^  a  particular  parish,  is  tantamount  to  the  statement 
^^hich  it  is  said  ought  to  have  been  made,  and  there  is 
i^o  instance  of  the  form  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the 
appellants  being  found  in  an  order.    Then,  with  respect 
to  the  evidence  on  the  subject  of  relief,  what  is  stated 
*^  the  grounds  of  appeal  is  tantamount  to  saying  that 
ttie  relief  was  given,  but  that  it  was  given  in  error ; 
^tere  is  not  a  denial  of  the  relief,  but  a  denial  of  there 
^ing  a  proper  legal  ground  for  giving  it ;  the  ground  of 
^  allegation  of  error  being,  that  the  pauper  had  not,  at 
^he  time  he  received  the  relief,  any  settlement  in  the 
parish. 


Williams,  J. — The  sessions  state  two  points  for  our 

consideration,  on  which  this  order  is  to  be  confirmed  or 

quashed.     Mr.  Archhold  has  given  the  true  answer  to 

the  objection  to  the  jurisdiction.     All  the  cases  cited  by 

Mr.  Andrews  apply  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices,  as 

appearing  on  the  face  of  the  order.     There  must  be,  no 

doubt,  a  complaint  of  the  parish  officers  in  order  to  found 

tiiat  juiisdiction,  and  therefore,  if  the  complaint  was 
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1844.         stated  on  the  face  of  the  order  to  be  by  a  stranger,  tl 
^^    X     '       order  would  be  bad:  but  that  is  not  so  here.     Th< 

The  Qukbn 

V.  question  is,  whether  the  complaint  is  not  made  by  th 

Bboinoham.  authority  of  all  the  parish  officers,  though  made  onl 
in  the  name  of  one.  One  officer  may  be  authorised 
make  the  complaint  for  the  rest — here  he  has  been 
authorised,  and  the  answer  to  the  objection  is  complete. 
Then,  with  respect  to  the  other  question,  whether  the 
sessions  ought  to  have  admitted  the  appellants  to  give 
the  evidence  objected  to,  that  is  to  say,  the  explanatory 
evidence  to  shew  that  it  was  by  mistake  that  relief  was 
given  to  the  pauper:  I  think  that  the  sessions  were 
right  upon  this  point.  The  examination  of  the  pauper 
contains  evidence  of  a  distinct  settlement  gained  by  him 
in  the  appellant  parish  by  hiring  and  service.  When 
the  parties  went  before  the  sessions,  the  respondents  did 
not  attempt  to  shew  that  settlement,  but  relied  entirely 
upon  the  undisputed  fact  of  relief  as  evidence  of  it. 
The  party  who  resisted  the  settlement  had  surely  a 
right  to  resist  the  evidence  of  it  by  the  proof  which  was 
here  admitted,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  ground  of 
appeal  was  sufficient  to  let  in  that  evidence. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — The  statute  of  13  &  14  Car.  2  does 
not  require  &  complaint  in  writing.  The  fact,  that  the 
complaint  is  in  the  name  of  one  of  the  overseers  only,  can- 
not be  considered  as  conclusively  shewing  that  it  is  made 
by  him  ^alone ;  and  here  there  was  proof  that  he  acted 
by  the  authority  of  the  rest  The  evidence  objected  to 
was  properly  admitted,  although  the  notice  of  appeal  in 
terms  states  that  the  relief  was  given  by  mistake.  The 
objection  to  the  evidence  might  have  great  weight,  if 
the  giving  relief  would  of  itself  confer  a  settlement; 
but  it  does  not  confer  a  settlement,  it  only  amounts 
to  evidence  of  the  existence  of  one.  It  is  said  by 
Mr.  Archboldy   that  the    notice    of   appeal   ought   to 
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deny,  or  confess  and  avoid,  the  grounds  of  the  settle-         1844. 

ment.     Suppose,  in  this  case,  it  had  been  stated  in  the    -,^    ^ 
ejcamination  that  the  pauper  had  been  relieved  by  the  y- 

appellant,  while  residing  in  the  respondent  parish,  with-  Bedinoham. 
out  stating  the  nature  of  his  settlement  there :  the  ap- 
pellants could  not  deny  a  specific  settlement,  because  none 
wsLS  stated,  but  they  could  deny  any  settlement  being 
gained,  and  then  go  into  evidence  of  the  mistake. 
IVTiere,  therefore,  the  giving  of  relief  is  put  forward  as 
stewing  a  settlement,  the  ground  of  settlement  is  con- 
fea«ed  and  avoided  when  it  is  shewn  that  the  relief,  if 
given,  was  given  in  mistake.  Relief,  shewn  to  be  so 
ven,  would  not  be  evidence  of  settlement. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  CiiiswicK.  April  20th. 

VJN  an  appeal  against   an  order  of  a  justice,   (Mr.  The  examina- 
"ardwicke,  a  police  magistrate  &c.),  by  which  Henry  of  a  settlement 
A^dams  and  his  family  were  removed  from  the  parish  of  ghip  un^w  sut 

^t  Giles  in  the  Fields  to  the  parish  of  Chiswick,  both  56  Geo.  3, 
•  .  ^  .  c.  139,  8.  1, 

^  the  county  of  Middlesex,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  (for  binding 

^^er,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  tliis  Court  on  a  case.         {^^^^  sSS"' 
The  settlement  relied  on  by  the  respondents  was  one  the  production 

•'  *  of  the  indenture 

gained  by  the  pauper  in  1827,  in  the  appellant  parish,  before  the  re- 

I  .       ,  .  ^,  /^i     1  1  g'/*    moving  magis- 

Dy  apprenticeship  to  one  ueorge  Clarke,  under  stat.  56  tratc,  and 

Geo-  3>  c.  139.  Sn  *e™T 

The  examinations,  after  stating  the  chargeability  of  **y  *^®  parish 

'  o  fo  ^  officers  and  the 

the  pauper,  went  on  to  state  that  an  indenture,  under  master.    The 
the  hands  and  seals  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  lowance  of  the 
of  St  Giles',  of  the  one  part,  and  of  George  Clarke,  of  [^^i^g^^^/ 
the  other  part,  reciting  the  order  and  allowance  thereof  recited  in  the 

indenture,  but 
were  not  other- 
wise proved  than  by  the  above  proof  of  the  execution  of  the  indenture. 
The  Court  quashed  the  order  of  removal,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  appear  on  the 
hce  of  the  examinations  that  the  order  and  allowance  required  by  the  statute  had  been 
made  by  the  justices. 
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1844. 
The  Que«n 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
Chiswick. 


by  two  justices,  was  produced  before  the  removing 
gistrate,  and  the  signatures  of  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers,  as  well  as  of  the  attesting  witness  to  the  in- 
denture, duly  proved.  The  making  of  the  order  for 
binding,  and  the  allowance  of  the  indenture  by  the  jus- 
tices, were  not  proved  before  the  removing  magistrate, 
otherwise  than  by  proof  of  the  due  execution  of  the  in- 
denture, by  the  recitals  in  the  indenture,  by  the  produc- 
tion of  the  order  and  allowance  of  the  justices,  and  by 
proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  attesting  witness,  as 
above  mentioned.  Copies  of  the  examinations,  of  the 
order  of  removal,  and  notice  of  chargeability  were  duly 
served. 

The  material  ground  of  appeal  was  as  follows  (a): — 

That  the  examinations  upon  which  the  said  order 

was  founded  are  bad  and  insufficient,  inasmuch  as  the 

pauper,  Henry  Adams,  was  a  parish  apprentice,  and  it 

does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  said  examinations 


(o)  Following  the  words  of 
Stat.  56  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  s.  1, 
which  enacts,  **  that,  before  any 
child  shall  be  bound  apprentice 
by  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
any  parish,  township,  or  place, 
such  child  shall  be  carried  before 
two  justices  of  the  peace  of  the 
county,  riding,  division,  or  place 
wherein  such  parish,  township, 
or  place  shall  be  situate,  who 
shall  inquire  into  the  propriety 
of  binding  such  child  apprentice 
to  the  person  orpersons  to  whom 
it  shall  be  proposed  by  such  over- 
seers to  bind  such  child."....*^-\nd 
if  such  justices  shall,  upon  such 
examination  and  inquiry,  think 
it  proper  that  such  child  should 
be  bound  apprentice  to  such  per- 
son or  persons,  such  justices  shall 
make  an  order,  declaring  that 
such  person  or  persons  is  or  are 


fit  person  or  persons  to  whom 
such  child  may  be  properly  bound 
as  apprentice;  and  shall  there- 
upon order  that  the  overseer  or 
overseers  of  the  place  to  which 
such  child  shall  belong  shall  be  at 
liberty  to  bind  such  child  appren- 
tice accordingly;  which  order 
shall  be  delivered  to  such  over- 
seer or  overseers  as  the  warrant 
for  binding  such  child  apprentice 
as  aforesaid,  and  such  order  shall 
be  referred  to  by  the  date  thereof, 
and  the  names  of  the  said  justices 
in  the  indenture  of  apprenticeship 
of  such  child;  and  alter  such 
order  shall  have  been  made,  such 
justices  shall  sign  their  allowance 
of  such  indenture  of  apprentice- 
ship befoie  the  same  shall  be 
executed  by  any  of  the  other  par- 
ties thereto." 
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that  the  said  Henry  Adams  was,  before  he  was  bound         1844. 
apprentice^  carried  before  two  of  the  justices  of  die 
peace  of  the  county,  riding,  division,  or  place  wherein  y, 

the  said  parish  of  St  Giles  was  situate,  who  might  cbiswick. 
inquire  into  the  propriety  of  binding  him  out  appren- 
tice ;  nor  that  any  order  of  justices  had  been  made  de- 
claring the  said  George  Clarke  to  be  a  fit  person  to 
whom  the  pauper  might  properly  be  bound  appren- 
tice ;  nor  that  any  order  was  made  by  the  justices  that 
the  OTerseers  of  the*  place  to  which  such  child  belonged 
should  be  at  liberty  to  bind  such  child  apprentice  ac- 
coflPdingly ;  nor  (supposing  such  an  order  to  have  been 
duly  made)  that  the  justices  making  such  order  signed 
tlieir  allowance  of  the  indenture  according  to  the  direc- 
ii.ons  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

The  sessions  were  of  opinion  that  the  execution  of 
^Yxe  indenture  had  been  duly  proved  before  the  removing 
trate,  and  that  there  was  no  necessity  for  noticing 
the  examinations  that  such  order  had  been  made,  or 
^m:i.ch  allowance  of  the  indenture  obtained,  and  thereupon 
c^onfirmed  the  order.  The  indenture,  order,  and  allow- 
were  produced  before  the  justices,  and  form  part 
the  case. 

The  opinion  of  this  Court  was  requested  as  to  whether 
e  examinations  were  suflScient  whereon  to  ground  the 
of  removal,  and  whether  any  objection,  sufficient  to 
^-^K:^ validate  the  same,  was  raised  by  the  groimd  of  appeal. 

AdolphuSy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — The 

^^^y  objection  here  made  is,  that  it  does  not  appear  on 

"^Xie  face  of  the  examinations  that  the  pauper  was  carried 

*^«fore  two  justices,  before  he  was  bound  apprentice,  for 

"^Tieir  allowance.     Tliat,  however,  is  immaterial.     The 

Subscribing  witness  to  the  indenture  being  dead,  it  was 

Sufficient  to  prove  his  signature ;  and  then  the  indenture^ 

"Which  recites  the  allowance  by  the  justices,  being  proved, 

nothing  further  was  necessary. 


I 
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1844.  Prendergasty  contra. — This  was  a  parish  binding  un. 

,^~^     '      der  Stat  56  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  which  requires  that  a  chile 

V.  shall  be  taken  before  two  justices,  who  are  to  make  ai 

Chiswick.     order,  and  hj  whom  the  indentures  are  to  be  allowed 

No  settlement  is  to  be  gained  unless  these  requisites  ar 

complied  with.     The  order  and  allowance  were  no 

.  proved  before  the  magistrates ;  it  is  true  they  appear  ii 

the  indenture,  but  they  ought  to  be  proved  in  the  aam* 

way  as  the  execution  of  the  indenture  is  proved.     Tb 

magistrate's  order  does  not  prove  itself,  and  the  indent 

ure  would  be  invalid  without  the  order  and  allowance 

In  Nolan  (a)  it  is  laid  down,  that,  in  the  case  of  parid 

apprentices,  the  assent  of  two  justices  is  necessary,  and 

if  given  in  writing,  the  signature  must  be  proved  in  thi 

same  manner,  and  subject  to  the  same  rules,  as  the  exe 

.    cution  of  the  indentures. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — ^We  must  see  that  this  is 
good  objection. 

.    Patteson,  Williams,  and  Wightman,  JJ.,  coe 
curred« 

Orders  quashed. 

(a)  Vol.  l,p.  597. 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Iiihabitants  of  High  Bickington.      April  20th. 
UN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  The  ezamina- 

/»-r%  -iTiA  n       t  tioni  sent  with 

county  of  Devon,  dated  5th  August,  1843,  for  the  re-  an  order  of  re- 
moYal  of  Ann  Ford,  and  Thomas,  Mary  Ann,  Tri-  ^TthifoU^bg 
pheaa,  and  John,  her   children,   from   the  parish   of  ■tatemCTt  ^ 

cnargeaoility : 

Atnerington  to  the  parish  of  High  Bickington,  both  in  —A.  F.,  the 
the  said  county,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  RYand^four 
to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  a  case.  children  are 

^  now  chargeable 

The  evidence  on  the  face  of  the  examinations  touching  to  the  pansh  of 

A."    J.  P.  re- 

the  chargeability  of  the  paupers  to  Atherington  at  the  Ueving  officer, 

time  of  the  removal  was  as  follows : —  ^^  ^^  the^- 

Ann  Ford,  the  pauper,  said,  "  I  and  my  said  children  '^riJ"^°?T^ 

'  r     r    >         '  /  of  the  B.  Union, 

are  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish  of  Atherington,  and  and  administer 
ate  chargeable  to  the  said  parish  of  Atherington."  dered  for  the 

John  Pincon,  relieving  officer,  said,  "  I  am  one  of  the  S7p^hofA. 
Bering  officers  of  the  Barnstaple  Union,  and  administer  The  said  A.  F. 

,        ,  *  .  ,  and  her  four 

the  relief  ordered  for  the  paupers  of  the  said  parish  of  children  are 
Atherington.     The  said  Ann  Ford,  and  her  said  four  tothatpirah:" 
diildren,  namely,  Thomas,  Mary  Ann,  Triphena,  and  ^j^ffi^/nt^te". 
John,  are  now  chargeable  to  the  said  parish  of  Athering-  ™ent  of  charge- 

.        .  .        ability,  as  not 

ton.     Both  these  examinations  bore  the  same  date  with  shewing  that 

iL„      1  the  pauper  had 

^  order.  been%ictoily 

The  following  was  the  only  ground  of  appeal  material  ^^^c^^*- 
for  the  consideration  of  this  case : — 

''That  the  said  examination  contains  no  legal  evi- 
dence that  the  said  Ann  Ford,  and  her  said  four  child- 
ren, or  any  of  them,  were  chargeable  to  the  said  parish 
of  Atherington,  at  the  time  of  the  applications  for,  or 
making  the  said  order  of  removal." 

The  remaining  grounds  of  appeal  concerned  the  ques- 
tions of  fact  intended  to  be  disputed. 

At  the  trial  it  was  contended,  for  the  appellants,  that  the 
examinations  were  illegal  and  bad,  inasmuch  as  there  was 

YOL.  L  K  N.  8.  C. 
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1844.         no  legal  evidence  of  the  chargcabilily  of  the  said  paupere 
_,     ^  to  Atherington  disclosed  on  the  face  of  the  examina- 

The  Queen  »        ^ 

f .  tions«     The  sessions  overruled  the  objection,  and  havii^ 

High        heard  the  case,  confirmed  the  order  as  aforesaid. 
BicEiNCTON.        ipij^^  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  is,  whe^m 

there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  the  chargeability  of  the 
paupers  to  Atherington,  at  the  time  of  their  removal, 
before  the  removing  magistrates.  If  the  Court  dioulc 
be  of  opinion  that  the  objection  taken  bj  the  a|^llanti 
was  sufficient,  then  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  quashed 
if  otherwise,  to  be  confirmed. 

JRowe  and  Sevan  in  support  of  the  order  of  sesdons. — 
There  is  some  evidence  of  chargeability ;  and  if  th«r 
is  any  legal  evidence  of  a  material  fact,  it  will  noi 
be  vitiated  by  a  mixture  of  illegal  evidence  witt  it- 
Regina  v.  EcclesaU  Bierlaw  (a).  The  evidence  of  thi 
pauper  might  be  sufficient,  if  the  overseers  of  he 
own  parish  were  by,  and  assented  to  the  relief  beinj 
given.  But  there  is  some  evidence  here,  beyond  ibs 
pauper's  own  statement.  The  5  &  6  Vict  c  57,  s.  1<? 
in  order  to  meet  this  objection,  provides  one  method 
of  proving  chargeability,  but  not  the  only  one.  Her* 
the  officer  speaks  to  the  fact.  [IViffhtman^  J. — BT 
does  not  say  he  did  relieve,  or  ho\y  the  pauper  i 
chargeable.]  He  says  he  administers  relief  when  or 
dered  by  the  board,  and  that  the  pauper  is  now  chargei 
able.  Before  the  statute  35  Geo.  3,  c  101,  pauper 
might  be  removed  if  likely  to  become  chargeable.  No¥s 
they  must  be  actually  so,  and  the  act  explains  that  to  l>* 
actually  receiving  relief.  That  leaves  the  legal  liabilLi 
ties  as  they  were,  and  it  is  sufficient  to  follow  the  wordJ 
of  the  statute.  [Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  difficulty  'u 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  statement  of  receiving  relief 

(a)  11  A.  &E.607. 
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t  is  meant  by  being  chargeable  ?    Patteson^  J. —         1844. 
tually  chargeable  means  a  result  of  law  from  facts,    _,  ^  q^^^j, 
cannot  swear  to  it.     The  officer  says,  they  are  now  «• 

.^^  _  .   .  Inhabitants  of 

c^ri^^i'jgeable,  and  does  not  condescend  to  say  by  receivmg  uioh 
relief.]  There  is  no  legal  conclusion  for  the  magistrates  ^c^^oton. 
to  surrive  at,  only  the  fact  of  relief  or  no  relief.  It  may 
pex*hap6  be  necessary  that  there  should  be  something 
than  the  pauper's  evidence  of  the  fact  of  relief,  to 
it  comes  from  the  proper  source,  so  as  to  fix  the 
with  giving  it;  here  there  is  the  additional  state- 
naeix-t  of  the  overseer,  and  the  imion  books  would  not 
carried  it  further. 


Grreenwood  and  Merwaky  contr&,  were  not  called  on 
by  tie  Court 

I-K)rd  Denman,  C.  J. — We  think  that  the  examina- 
tions are  not  sufficient.  The  word  ^*  chargeable  "  is  a 
statement  of  a  conclusion  of  law  which  must  be  backed 
by  evidence  of  chaigeability.  Then  is  there  any  evi- 
/*eiu5e  here?  They  ought  to  have  gone  further,  and 
^^^Wn  relief  given. 

^-ATTBSON,  J. — It  would  havc  been  just  as  easy  for 
^*^  officer  to  say  he  had  given  relief,  as  that  the  pauper 
chargeable. 

^V^iLUAMB  and  Wightman,  J  J.,  concurred. 

Orders  quashed. 
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April  22nd. 

A  parish 
forming  part 
of  a  union 
under  stat.  4  & 
5  WiU.  4, 
c.  76,  contained 
two  church- 
wardens and 
two  overseers. 
A  notice  of  ap- 
peal signed  by 
the  two  over- 
seers and  a 
guardian  of  the 
parish  was  held 
bad,  as  not  being 
signed  by  a 
majority  of  the 
parish  ofScers ; 
guardians  not 
being  parish 
oflScers  for  such 
purpose. 

A  signature 
to  a  notice  of 
appeal  which 
purports  to 
be  made  for 
an  overseer  by 
his  proxy  is 
invalid,  unless 
it  be  proved 
that  the  proxy 
had  authority 
from  the  over- 
seer to  sign. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Surrey. 

XN  Michaelmas  Term,  1843,  Chamock  had  obtained 
a  rule  nisi,  calling  on  the  justices  of  Surrey  to  shew 
cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue,  command- 
ing them  to  enter  continuances,  and  hear  and  de- 
termine aQ  appeal  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers 
of  the  parish  of  AUhallows  the  Great,  in  the  city  of 
London,  against  an  order  of  a  justice,  (Mr.  Clive,  a 
police  magistrate,  &c),  for  the  removal  of  Susannah 
Legge,  widow,  and  her  five  children,  from  the  parish  o 
Wimbledon,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  to  the  said  parish 
of  AUhallows  the  Great  The  following  facts  appeared^ 
on  aflSdavit : — 

The  appellant  parish  contained  two  churchwardens- 
and  two  overseers,  and  formed  part  of  the  City  of  Lon — - 
don  Union,  constituted  under  stat.  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  76^i- 
s.  26. 

The  notice  and  grounds  of  appeal  against  the  s^ 
order  of  removal,  and  which  were  on  the  same  sheet  a 
paper,  were  signed  as  follows : — 

William  Ryde,  Thomas  Gooch, 
For  William  Hammondy 
WiUiam  P.  Hanunond. 

John  Elsden,  Guardian. 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  respondents  objected, 
that  the  notice  and  grounds  of  appeal  were  not  properly 
signed,  so  as  to  entitle  the  appellants  to  be  heard.  The 
sessions  held  the  objection  valid,  and  dismissed  the 
appeal.  No  evidence  was  given  to  prove  that  W.  P. 
Hammond  was  authorised  to  sign  for  W.  Hammond* 


} 


Churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  poor 
of  the  parish  of  All- 
hallows  the  Great. 


Wallinger  and  Comer  now  shewed  cause. — The  ques- 
tion here  is,  whether  the  notice  and  grounds  of  appeal 
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were  properly  ogned  under  the  Slst  section  of  4  &  5        i844. 

Will.  4,  c  76 ;  which  requires  that  "  the  overseers  or    _     ^ 
guardians  of  the  parish  appealing,  or  any  three  or  more  v. 

of  such  guardians^  shall  send  or  deliver  to  the  over-  Subrbt. 
seers  of  the  respondent  parish  a  statement  in  writing, 
under  their  hands^  of  the  grounds  of  such  appeal"  This 
purports  to  be  an  appeal  by  the  churchwardens  aad 
overseers ;  but  the  notice  is  bad,  because  it  does  not  ap- 
pear to  be  signed  by  a  majority  of  them :  Bex  v.  Tlie 
Justices  of  Warwickshire  (a).  The  appellant  parish  con- 
tains two  churchwardens  and  two  overseers,  and  of  these 
ibur  two  only  appear  to  have  signed  the  notice.  The 
signature  by  W.  P.  Hammond  for  W.  Hammond  does 
not  help  the  deficiency,  as  there  is  no  evidence  of* 
authority.  It  may  be  urged  that  the  signature  of  the 
guardian,  if  reckoned  as  one  of  the  parish  officers,  will 
make  the  notice  good.  The  guardian,  however,  is  not  a 
parish  officer,  and  the  signature  of  a  single  guardian  to 
notices  which  are  not  framed  under  the  stat.  22  Geo.  3> 
c.  28,  is  mere  surplusage :  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  the 
West  Riding  (ft).  By  the  38th  section  of  the  4  &  5 
WilL  4,  c  76,  it  is  expressly  provided  .that  "  no  ex 
officio  or  other  guardian  of  any  such  board  shall  have 
power  to  act  in  virtue  of  such  office  except  as  a  mem- 
ber, and  at  a  meeting  of  such  board ;  and  no  act  of 
any  such  meeting  shall  be  valid,  imless  three  members 
shall  be  present  and  concur  therein." 

Ckamock  and  Amould,  contr^ — The  authority  o 
guardians  may  be  collected  from  the  7th  section  of  the 
22  Gea  3,  c.  83  (c),  by  which  all  the  powers  of  parish 

(a)  6  Ad.  &  £.  873.  directed  by  this  or  any  other  act 

(h)  13  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  M.  C,  ofParliamenttobe  given  or  made 

39.  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  with 

(c)  The    7th  section  enacts,  respect  to  the  care  and  manage- 

'Uhat  all  noticet  and  applications  ment  or  removal  of  the  poor» 
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1844.        officers  are  given  to  them ;  and  there  is  nothing  in 
T«B  QuKiw    ^^^^  ^^  Amendment  Act  which  makes  it  n 
tr.  that  the  character  of  those  who  siim  should  be 

The  Jnttioei  of  ,    ,      . 

Sua&iT.  to  their  signatures :  the  signature^  therefore,  of  E]sd4 
in  this  case  may  be  taken  to  be  that  of  a  parish  oi 
and»  as  such,  the  addition  of  his  name  makes  the 
natures  to  this  notice  sufficient.  But,  without  the 
nature  of  Elsden,  the  notice  is  good,  as  the  rignatiifl^^ 
of  W.  P.  Hammond  for  W.  Hammond  will  be 
sumed  to  have  been  made  by  the  authority  of  the  latt^: 
unless  something  appear  to  n^ative  sudi  presumptioi 
Here  two  parish  officers  signed  with  their  own 
and  it  may  fairly  be  presumed  that  the  signature  of*  ^ 
third  person  was  proved  to  them  to  have  been  made  lo^f 
the  authority  and  direction  of  their  brother  officer^ 
notice,  therefore,  is  substantially  signed  by  a  majority 
the  body,  and  accordingly  is  within  the  rule  laid 
in  Rex  v.  7%e  Justices  of  Warmchshire  (a)  and  jBear 
The  Justices  of  Derbyshire  (i). 

Lord  Denbian,  C.  J. — I  think  that  the  justLeee 
right  in  rejecting  this  notice.     It  may  not  be 
for  the  justices  to  say  that  a  notice  of  appeal 
not  be  received  on  account  of  such  an  objection  as 
but  if  the  act  of  Parliament  says  that  the  notice 
be  under  the  hands  of  the  parish  officers,  it  must  be 
or  cannot  be  received.     The  first  question  here  is, 
ther  this  notice  has  been  properly  signed.     It  is  d 
that  a  person  saying  that  he  signs  for  another  does 
make  the  signature  the  act  of  that  other:  the 
signing  may  not  have  had  authority  to  sign.     The 
requires  the  signature,  as  a  proof  of  the  deliberation 
the  person  signing ;  but  the  deliberation  here  may 

shall  be  given  and  made  to  the     under  the  authority  of  this  act** 
guardian  of  the  poor  where  any         (a)  6  A.  &  £.  873. 
such  guardian  shall  he  appointed         (6)  Id.  885. 
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Deen  that  of  the  person  who  signed,  and  not  of  him        1844. 
irhose  authority  he  is  supposed  to  have  exercised,  so      " — "^ — ' 

Thv  Qusin 

diat  in  no  way  is  the  intention  of  the  act  fulfilled.  Then,  v. 

18  to  the  question  of  the  guardian  being  a  parish  officer,  ^sotwI»y!*  ^^ 

he  38th  section  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c  76,  applies  to 

.  guardian  acting  at  the  board  of  guardians  for  the 

nidi,  but  nothing  whatever  is  said  there  to  shew  that 

e  is  a  parish  officer.     If  he  were  there  treated  as  such, 

hen  it  would  be  necessary  to  refer  to  the  interpretation 

laose,  to  see  what  a  guardian  is ;  but  there  is  no  ne- 

easity  for  doing  so  under  the  present  circumstances, 

ince  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  guardian  of  a 

nion  is  to  act  as  a  parish  officer. 

Pattbson,  J. — The  Slst  section  does  not  say  "the 
lajority  of  the  parish  officers;"  if  it  did,  it  would  be 
ecessary  to  see  who  are  parish  officers;  but  the  clause 
Btys  that  the  notice  must  be  given  by  the  overseers  or 
bree  or  more  of  such  guardians.  But  there  the  word 
guardian"  does  not  mean  guardian  of  a  union,  but 
uardian  of  a  parish  appointed  under  special  circum- 
tances  mentioned  in  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act. 

cannot  find  any  authority  that  a  guardian  of  a  union 
ras  meant  to  act  as  a  parish  officer:  I  take  it,  that, 
rhen  a  man  is  appointed  a  guardian  under  that  act, 
e  is  a  guardian  of  a  union,  not  of  a  parish.  The 
rords  in  the  81st  section,  ^^  guardian  of  a  parish," 
an  only  apply  to  a  guardian  under  the  38th  section, 
rhere,  by  the  order  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners, 

particular  parish  is  permitted  to  elect  guardians  of 
he  parish  under  the  circumstances  there  specially 
ointed  out 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion, 
t  seems  to  me,  that,  in  order  to  make  the  signature  of 
he  agent  the  signature  of  the  parish  officer  for  whom 
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1844.        he  professes  to  act,  it  must  be  distinctly  shewn  tha 

j^^TX    ^      did  act  by  the  authority  of  that  oflficer.     There  ie 

».,  evidence  of  that  sort  here;  the  bare  statement  of 

SuRRBT.       person  who  signed  is  not  sufficient     Then  it  is  c 

that  the  addition  of  the  guardian  made  the  notice  g* 

for  that,  with  his  signature,  it  appears  to  have  I 

signed  by  a  majority  of  the  parish  officers ;  but  thi 

on  the  supposition  that  a  guardian  is  a  parish  off 

It  seems  to  me,  however,  that  the  38th  section,  wl 

has  been  referred  to,  contains  an  express  exclusion  < 

guardian  acting  except  as  a  member  of  the  union  bof 

so  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  notice  in  this  • 

was  signed  in  such  a  way  as  the  act  requires  in  o: 

to  make  it  sufficient. 

Rule  dischargee 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Staffordshire 
Under  the  sta-    Jn  Michaehnas  Term,  1843,  Sir  F.  Pollock,  Atton 

tnte  50  Geo.  3, 

c.  49,  s.  1,         General,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  mandamus  to 

orereeera&redi*  •     .»  /»  it  .        /»  oj   /**    j  j»       at_ 

Yected,  within  justices  of  the  county  ot  Stattord,  commanding  then 
fourteen  days     make  an  order  on  C.  Stokes  and  others,  the  late  o' 

after  the  ezpi-  ^ 

ration  of  their  seers  of  the  parish  of  West  Bromwich,  to  pay  the  i 

their  accounts  of  103/.  6s,  5d.  to  A.  Kendrick  and  another,  the  pre 

S.*^'^  oyer8eer8,and,ifnece88ary,to«8uetheirwarranttol 

lions,  who  are  the  Same  by  distress  and  sale  of  their  goods. 

to  examine  the  *^  ,  ° 

accounts,  and         It  appeared  by  the  affidavits  that  Stokes,  Cooksey,!/ 

allow  or  dis- 
allow the 

charges,  subject  to  an  appeal  to  the  quarter  sessions «  And  the  justices  have  pow< 
compel  the  overseers  to  pay  over  to  their  successors  in  office  any  balance  remainu 
their  hands. 

Under  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  the  Poor  Law  CommissionerB  may  appoint  an  audit 
each  union,  and  the  overseers  are  required  to  submit  their  accounts  to  such  auditor  on 
every  quarter. 

Heldf  that,  notwithstanding  the  passing  of  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  the  justices  have  sti 
power  (subject  to  the  appeal  to  the  quarter  sessions)  to  examine  overseers'  accounts  a 
expiration  of  their  year  of  office,  and  to  allow  items  which  have  been  disallowed  b; 
auditor,  or  to  disallow  items  which  have  been  allowed  by  him. 
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Ikms,  and  Bunn  were  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish        i844. 
of  West  Bromwich,  from  Lady-day,  1842,  to  Lady-day,      ^^    ^     * 
1843.  That  Simldss  was  appointed  auditor  for  the  West  v. 

Bromwich  Union,  in  which  the  parish  is  situate,  and  Staffobd- 
liat  the  overseers  submitted  their  accounts  to  be  ex-  »«»»• 
amined  by  him  once  in  every  three  months ;  and  that  in 
the  aooounts  of  the  overseers  submitted  to  him  on  the 
30th  of  January,  1843,  he  disallowed  two  items  amount- 
ing to  82iL  11«.  4(2.,  stating,  that,  in  his  opinion,  they  had 
been  ill^ally  contracted  and  improperly  charged.  On 
the  Ist  April,  1843,  the  four  overseers  went  out  of  office, 
and  Salter  and  Kendrick  were  appointed  overseers. 
Within  fourteen  days  after  the  1st  of  April,  1843, 
Stokes  submitted  the  accounts  of  the  overseers  to  the 
Bev.  J.  Clarkson  and  J.  E.  Piercy,  Esq.,  two  justices 
of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Stafford :  the  two  items 
ni  the  accounts,  which  had  been  disallowed  by  the 
auditor,  were  again  inserted  in  the  accounts.  The 
auditor  attended  before  the  justices,  and  called  their 
attention  to  the  memorandmn  he  had  made  disallowing 
two  of  the  items.  The  justices  passed  the  accounts, 
allowing  ikx!^  items  which  had  been  disallowed  by  the 
auditor.  They  found  that  the  sum  of  48/.  3*.  10(/.  was 
due  from  the  late  overseers,  and  this  sum  was  paid  over 
^  their  successors  in  office.  On  the  24  th  April,  the 
accounts  were  again  submitted  to  the  auditor,  and  he 
again  disallowed  the  same  items,  and  others  amounting 
to  103/.  6*.  5^/. 

On  the  27th  of  June,  1843,  an  appeal  was  entered  at 
the  quarter  sessions  against  the  allowance  of  the  accounts 
'^y  the  justices.  The  notice  of  appeal  was  signed  by 
*» .  Stanton,  a  ratepayer.  At  the  trial  of  the  appeal, 
Sunkiss  was  examined  as  a  witness  as  to  a  prelimin- 
ary objection  to  the  notice,  and  the  sessions,  without 
tearing  the  facts  of  the  case,  confirmed  the  allowance 
of  the  said  accounts;  Kendrick  afterwards  obtained  a 
sonunons  against  Stokes,  Cooksey,  Williams,  and  Bimn, 
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1844.        pursuant  to  -the  4  &  5  WtJL  4»  c  76,  as.  89, 101,  for 
^  them  to  shew  cause  why  they  should  not  pay  to  Kendr 

Tm»  QUIXN  *r  ^  Mr    ^ 

V.  rick  the  sum  of  1037.  6$.  5(1,^  being  the  balance  Ibimd 

i^AFroB^.  ^y  *^®  auditor  after  giving  credit  fiwr  the  sum  of  4SiL  3#. 
gHiBE.  ][()^^  'j^Q  parties,  in  obedience  to  this  summons,  at-  - 
tended  before  the  Earl  of  Dartmouth  and  other  justices  -4 
on  the  30th  September,  1843,  The  case  was  fully  dis-^ 
cussed  before  the  justices,  and  their  attention  was  called-J 
to  the  different  clauses  in  the  Poor  Law  Amendment*^ 
Act.  The  justices  dismissed  the  summons,  bdbg  oS 
opinion,  that,  afler  the  allowance  of  the  justices,  which-fl 
had  been  confirmed  on  appeal  to  the  sessions,  they^ 
should  not  be  justified  in  making  the  order. 

Whateley  and  J.  Gray  shewed  cause. — ^By  the  pro — 
visions  of  several  statutes,  43  EHz.  c  2,  s.  2 ;  17  Gea  2,.^ 
c.  38,  8. 1;  50  Gko.  3,  c  49,  &  1,  justices  are  empowered— I 
to  examine  the  accounts  of  overseers  at  the  expiration  o 
their  year  of  office,  and  to  allow  or  disallow  the  items  in 
the  accounts,  as  they  may  deem  proper.  The  provioons 
of  these  statutes  are  not  repeded  by  the  Poor  Law 
Amendment  Act ;  and,  therefore,  the  justices  still  retain 
the  power  of  examining  the  overseers'  accounts  when  they 
go  out  of  office.  It  may  be  very  difficult  to  reconcile 
the  present  law  with  the  state  of  things  that  existed 
before  the  statute  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  came  into  opera- 
tion. The  overseers  are  now  called  upon  to  sulmiit 
their  accounts  to  the  auditor  every  quarter.  It  seems 
to  be  the  duty  of  the  auditor  to  examine  the  accounts, 
to  see  what  money  has  been  expended,  that  the  proper 
vouchers  are  produced,  &c.;  but  this  power  of  the 
auditor  is  quite  consistent  with  the  right  of  the  jus- 
tices, at  the  expiration  of  the  year  of  office,  to  examine 
the  accounts  for  the  whole  year.  The  allowance  by  the 
auditor  is  not  final,  but  may  be  considered  as  provisional, 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  justices  at  the  end  of  the 
year.     If  the  decision  of  the  auditor  were  to  be  held 
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£nal  and  oondosive^  this  consequence  would  follow —         1844. 
"^hat  the  rk^ht  of  the  justices  over  the  overseers'  accounts       '     "^     ^ 

^^  *'  Thb  Quevk 

"^rould  be  confined  to  the  few  days  after  the  last  quar-  v. 

'Cer's  audita  and  the  expiration  of  the  year  of  office.  SrAproBD- 
^And,  moreover,  by  the  2nd  section  of  50  Geo.  3,  c  49, 
^^e  overseers  have  a  eight  to  appeal  to  the  quarter  ses- 
eions,  and,  if  this  rule  is  made  absolute,  they  will  be  en- 
-tardy  deprived  of  such  right.  It  seems  to  be  a  reason- 
able construction  of  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c  76,  to  hold  that  the 
SMXX)iints  should  be  submitted  to  the  auditor  from  time 
'to  time,  subject  to  the  inspection  of  justices  at  the  end 
of  the  year.  If  this  is  the  proper  construction  of  the 
etatntes,  the  l^ality  of  these  payments  cannot  be  called 
^  question  by  the  auditor  afler  the  allowance  of  two 
justices  has  been  confirmed  on  appeal. 

Sir  F.  PoUocky  Attorney-General,  and  Whitmorey  con- 
^trcL — The  application  for  this  mandamus  is  founded  on 
several  clauses  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act. 
JSy  the  42nd  section  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  are 
empowered  to  make  general  rules  and  regulations  for 
^the  government  of  the  poor.     By  the  47th  section  the 
overseers  are  called  upon  to  pass  their  accounts  be- 
:ibre  the  auditor  every  quarter.     By  the  89th  section 
St  IS  enacted  that  all  payments  made  contrary  to  this 
«ct  shall  not  be  allowed ;  ^'  provided  always,  that  no 
«Uowance  by  any  justice  shall  exonerate  or  discharge 
such  overseer  or  guardian  from  any  penalty  or  legal 
inroceeding,  to  which  he  may  have  rendered  himself  lia- 
l>le  by  having  acted  contrary  to  the  rules,  orders,  and 
T^iilations  of  the  said  commissioners,  or  to  the  provisions 
of  this  act.'^     By  the  99th  section  the  penalties  and  for- 
feitures under  the  act  may  be  levied  by  distress ;  and 
by  the  101st  section  a  magistrate  may  summon  a  party 
for  any  penalty  or  forfeiture  incurred  under  the  act. 
The  justices  cannot  allow  items  in  the  overseers'  accounts 
which  have  been  disallowed  by  the  auditor,  though  per- 
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1844.        haps  they  may  disallow  items  which  the  auditor  has 

ri^u.  '^"'^^^ '  f"'^  *^«'^^**'^  ^^  proceedings  by  appeal  ai«  a 
V,  mere  nullity.     The  sum  of  103/.  6s.  5cLf  stated  by  the 

Staftobd-  auditor  to  be  due  from  the  overseers,  is  in  the  character 
sBiBv.  QJ*  ^  penalty  recoverable  in  the  mode  now  sought  to  be 
enforced.  The  power  of  the  auditor  is  contained  in  the 
general  rules  and  regulations  issued  by  the  Poor  Law 
Commissioners,  which,  by  s.  42,  are  to  have  the  same 
effect  as  if  embodied  in  the  act.  [Cokridffe  J. — By  the 
50  Geo.  3,  c  49,  the  overseers  are  entitled  to  the  right 
of  appeal,  are  they  to  be  deprived  of  that  right?]  It  is 
difficult  to  reconcile  all  the  provisions  of  the  two  sta- 
tutes. At  all  events,  if  a  return  is  made  to  this  writ, 
and  a  peremptory  mandamus  is  awarded,  the  justices  are 
protected  by  stat.  6  &  7  Vict,  c  67,  s.  3  (a). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — This  was  an  application  for  a  writ  of  man- 
damus to  certain  justices,  commanding  them  to  make  an 
order  upon  the  late  overseers  of  West  Bromwich  to 
pay  over  to  the  present  overseers  the  sum  of  lOOi  and 
upwards,  or,  if  necessary,  to  issue  a  distress-warrant 
for  levying  the  same.  It  first  seemed  as  if  this  appli- 
cation had  been  founded  on  the  50  Geo.  3,  c  49,  s.  1, 
by  which  the  overseers  are  directed,  within  fourteen  days 
after  the  expiration  of  their  year  of  office,  to  submit  their 
accounts  to  two  justices  at  special  sessions,  who  are 
authorised  to  examine  the  same,  and  to  allow  or  disallow 
the  various  charges.  It  is  there  provided,  *'  that,  in  case 
such  overseers  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  to  their 
successors,  within  fourteen  days  from  the  signing  and 

(a)  Which  provides, ''  that  no  reason  of  any  thing  done  in  obe- 

action,  suit,   or  any   other  pro-  dience  to  any  peremptory  writ  of 

ceeding  shall  be  commenced  or  mandamus  issued  by  any  Court 

prosecuted  against  any  person  or  having  authority  to  issue  writs  of 

persons  whatsoever   for  or   by  mandamus." 


SHiME. 
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attesting  the  account,  any  sum  or  sums  of  money^  or        1844. 
airearages,  which,  on  examination  and  allowance  of  such    S    Js 
account  in  manner  aforesaid,  shall  appear  to  be  found  v. 

,  ^tie  Justices  of 

to  be  due  and  owmg  from  such  overseers,  or  any  of  Staffobd- 
them,  or  remaining  in  their  hands,  it  shaU  and  may  be 
lawful  for  the  subsequent  overseers,  by  warrant  from 
any  two  or  more  justices  of  the  peace,  to  levy  all  such 
sum  or  sums  of  money  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  of- 
^nders'  goods."  It  is  plain  from  this  section  the  jus- 
tices are  only  to  issue  their  warrant  for  such  siun  as 
is  found  to  be  due  on  the  examination  and  allowance 
of  the  overseers'  accounts  by  two  or  more  justices  at 
special  sessions,  within  fourteen  days  of  such  overseers 
going  out  of  office.  It  appears  by  the  affidavits  in  this 
case,  that  the  sum  in  question  has  not  been  foimd  so  to  be 
due  and  owing;  on  the  contrary,  the  charges  in  the  account 
were  allowed  by  the  justices  on  their  examination,  as  it  is 
said,  improperly;  but  at  all  events  they  were  allowed,  and 
no  such  sum  was  found  to  be  due  and  owing ;  therefore 
the  justices  have  no  power  to  issue  their  warrant  under 
the  50  Greo.  3,  c  49,  and%o,  of  course,  this  Court  cannot 
command  them  to  do  that  which  by  law  they  have  no 
power  to  do. 

There  is  no  other  act,  previous  to  the  Poor  Law 
Amendment  Act,  the  4  &  5  WiU.  4,  c.  76,  that  authorises 
them  to  issue  such  warrant  The  43  Eliz.  c.  2,  s.  2, 
directs  the  overseers,  within  fourteen  days  after  the  end 
of  their  year,  and  afier  other  overseers  are  appointed,  to 
make  and  yield  up  a  true  and  perfect  account  to  two 
jostioes,  and  to  pay  over  such  sums  as  shall  be  in  their 
haods  to  their  successors ;  but  that  act  gives  no  remedy 
by  distress,  but  applies  only  to  the  balance  appearing  in 
their  accounts.  The  17  Geo.  2,  c  38,  s.  1,  directs  the 
overseers  to  deliver  an  account  to  their  successors, 
verified  on  oath;  and  sect.  2  enables  two  justices  to 
commit  the  overseers  until  they  shall  give  an  account  or 
pay  up  the  money  in  their  hands :  but  that  act  gives  no 
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1844.        remedy  by  distress,  and  applies  only  to  the  balance  ap- 
Z,  pearin£c  in  the  overseers'  accounts.     The  next  act  is  the 

The  Quibn     ^  ° 

V,  50  Geo.  3,  c  49,  on  which  I  have  already  remarked :  and 

Staffou).  the  last  act,  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  47,  directs  the 
BHiRE.  overseers  to  deliver,  in  addition  to  the  annual  account  then 
by  law  required,  accounts,  once  in  every  quarter,  to  the 
auditor,  or  such  other  person,  as  by  any  statute,  or  by  the 
rules,  orders,  or  regulations  of  the  Poor  Law  Commis- 
sioners, shall  be  appointed  to  examine,  audit,  allow  or  die- 
allowsuch  accounts,  and  provides  that  all  the  balances  may 
be  recovered  in  the  same  manner  as  any  penalties  or  for- 
feitures imder  this  act.  By  sect  99,  the  penalties  and 
forfeitures  under  the  act  are  to  be  levied  by  distress  and 
sale  of  the  goods  of  the  person  ordered  to  pay  the  same 
by  warrant  under  the  hands  of  two  justices.  And  by 
the  lOlst  section  power  is  given  to  the  justices  to  sum- 
mon the  party,  and  hear  and  determine  the  complaint* 
and  adjudge  him  to  pay  the  penalty  or  forfeiture  in- 
curred. 

It  should  seem  the  auditor  mentioned  in  the  affidavits 
was  appointed  by  the  Poor  lh,w  Commissioners,  and 
the  quarterly  accounts  were  rendered  to  him,  and  he 
disallowed  the  charges  in  question,  to  the  amount  (tf 
S2L  lis.  4(2.,  in  January,  and  subsequentiy  the  whole 
amount  of  103/.  6$.  9d.  on  the  24th  of  April,  1843. 
He  considered  them  to  be  contrary  to  the  provisions  of 
that  act,  and  at  variance  with  the  rules,  orders,  and  re- 
gulations of  the  Poor  Law  Conunissioners;  and  if  so^  no 
doubt  they  ought  also  to  have  been  disallowed  by  the 
justices,  when  the  annual  accounts  were  rendered  to 
them,  for  the  89th  section  of  the  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c  76, 
expressly  provides  that  the  justices  shall  disallow  such 
items.  The  justices,  however,  considered  the  charges 
not  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  act,  nor  to  the 
rules,  orders,  and  r^ulations  of  the  CommissionefB, 
and  allowed  them,  as  I  have  before  observed.  Against 
this  allowance  there  was  an  appeal  to  the  quarter  ses- 
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«.ox:b.s,  and  that  fieems  to  be  given  by  the  3rd  section  of        1844. 
tK6    SO  Geo.  3,  c.  49,  and  the  17  Geo.  2,  c.  38,  s.  4.    On    ^^^  q^,^^ 
tkksirfc    appeal  the  allowance  by  the  justices  was  confirmed.  ^- 

_.  _  ^^  .  .  .  The  Justices  of 

T^o^'^inthstanding  this,  the  auditor  summoned  the  over-  Stafforo- 
BoesiL'iji  before  two  justices,  under  the  101st  section  of  the 
4  Sc  A  WiIL4,  c  76,  to  compel  them  to  pay  over  the  sum 
the  auditor  had  so  disallowed,  and  which  the  jus- 
at  spedal  sessions  had  so  allowed.  The  justices 
i^^'fVajsed  to  make  the  order,  and  we  are  now  asked  to 
a  writ  of  mandamus,  commanding  them  to  make 
order,  and,  if  necessary,  to  issue  their  warrant  under 
*"^  99th  section.  This  we  cannot  do,  unless  we  are  pre- 
P^-^*^""^^  to  say  that  the  power  of  two  justices  under  the 
^^  C3Jea  3,  c  49,  to  allow  the  overseers'  accoimts,  subject 
*^^^  tlie  appeal  to  the  quarter  sessions,  is  whoUy  taken 
^^^^^y  and  rendered  inoperative  by  the  47th  section  of 
^^^  ^  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  76,  and  that  that  section  has  trans- 
^^^"^^"^^  that  power  to  the  auditors  appointed  by  the  Poor 
Commissioners. 
"^XlTie  late  Attorney-General,  in  the  course  of  his  argu- 
distinctly  contended  that  the  justices  had  now  no 
er  to  allow  in  the  annual  account  any  items  that  had 
disallowed  by  the  auditor  in  the  quarterly  account, 
^ugh  they  might  have  a  power,  perhaps,  to  disallow 
t  the  auditor  had  allowed.  The  47th  section  does 
in  terms  authorise  the  auditor  to  disallow  any  item 
e  overseers'  accounts,  but  it  appears  the  rule  of  the 
r  Law  Conunissioncrs  does,  which  under  sect.  42 
the  authority  of  an  act  of  Parliament.  Here 
^^^re  are  apparentiy  concurrent  authorities,  and  in  the 
^^^*^  of  a  conflict  between  them,  as  in  this  case,  it  is  dif- 
^^^^^t  to  say  which  view  it  was  intended  by  the  Legis- 
^'^^^irc  was  to  prevaiL  The  authority  of  the  justices 
^^^^  have  been  well  known  to  the  framers  of  the  4  & 
^  ^^ilL  4,  c  76.  The  mode  in  which  this  authority  is 
^  1)6  exercised  is  clearly  lidd  down  by  the  50  G^o.  3, 
^  49,  and  apjdies  aa  well  to  overseers  aa  to  any  other  - 
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1844.  person  who  may  be  aggrieved.     This  authority  is  ^ 

The  Qubbn  ^^^^7  u^tei^ded  to  be  preserved,  as  the  4  &  5  Will— 

»•  c.  76,  s.  47,  directs  the  quarterly  accounts  to  be*: 

The  Justices  of  .  .  .  * 

.  Staffou).  dered  in  addition  to  the  annual  accounts,  thereby  p 

'"'*■•  serving  the  anniial  account,  and  by  consequence 


ing  all  that  by  law  ought  to  be  done,  or  might  be 
upon  it.  Section  89  further  confirms  the  authority 
the  justices,  and  directs  them  to  disallow,  not  what 
auditors  had  already  disallowed,  but  all  paymeo^^t:^ 
charges,  or  allowances  contrary  to  the  provisions  ^■ 
the  act,  or  to  the  known  rules,  orders,  and  regulatic^:^ 
of  the  Conmiissioners,  leaving  it  to  them,  the  justic^^ 
to  determine  what  charges  are  so  contrary,  and  not  m^:^^ 
tioning  the  authority  of  the  auditors.  Then  the  seed 
contains  this  remarkable  provision,  ^'  that  no  allow 
by  any  justice  shall  exonerate  or  discharge  such  ov 
seer  or  guardian  from  any  penalty  or  legal  proce^- 
ing  to  which  he  may  have  rendered  himself  liable 
having  acted  contrary  to  the  rules,  orders,  and  reguL-^ 
tions  of  the  said  Commissioners,  or  to  the  provisions 
this  act ;"  as  if  the  Legislature  had  contemplated  that 
justices,  either  from  ignorance  of  the  rules,  orders, 
regulations  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  or  from 
misinterpretation  of  them,  might  happen  to  allow 
proper  charges,  and  intended  to  guard  against 
shielding  the  overseers  from  a  penalty,  though  the 
might  stand  good  as  items  of  their  account  by 
of  the  allowance  of  the  justices. 

Seeing,  then,  that  this  autliority  in  the  justices  is  evi — 
dently  intended  to  be  preserved,  and  that  no  provisioi^^ 
had  been  made  by  which  that  authority  has  been  mad^^ 
subordinate  to  that  of  the  auditors,  nor  any  provisioi^^ 
by  which  the  exercise  of  such  authority  as  the  Com-^^ 
missioners  may  think  fit  to  give  the  auditors  can  bc^ 
reviewed  by  way  of  appeal,  we  are  of  opinion,  what-^ 
ever  effect  was  intended  to  be  given  to  the  examination. 
.  of  the  overseers'  accounts  by  the  auditors,  that  ultimately 
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the  allowance  or  disallowance  of  them  is  still  vested  in         1344. 
the  justices,  subject  to  an  appeal  to  the  sessions.  ^ 

We  are  reminded  of  the  stat.  6  &  7  Vict,  c  67,  s.  3,  by  v. 

1 .  1     11  X     A  J  ^  X*         •  X   The  Jastices  of 

which  all  persons  are  protected  irom  actions  111  respect  Stafford-" 
of  anything  done  in  obedience  to  a  peremptory  manda- 
mus, and  therefore  we  are  asked  to  let  this  w^rit  go,  if  there 
is  any  doubt,  inasmuch  as  the  justices  are  bound  to 
make  a  return,  and  if  the  return  is  badly  made,  under  a 
peremptory  mandamus,  they  are  protected  from  any 
Jction  for  any  thing  done  in  obedience  to  it.  We 
fed  no  doubt  in  the  case,  nor  does  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment say  that  the  justices  are  to  make  a  return  to  a 
mandamus  instead  of  obeying  it,  for  the  sake  of  protect- 
ing themselves  under  the  act. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  Queen  r.  The  Inhabitants  of  Saint  Giles-in-    April  2ith. 

TUE-FIELD8. 


Upon 


appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  A  pauper  re- 
county  of  Lancaster,  dated  the  12th  November,  1842,  becoming 
for  the  removal  of  William  Conquorer,  Hannah   his  theSb'o^A. 
'^ife,  and  their  two  children,  from  the  parish  of  Ashton-  ^^  ^^^^  >°to 

^  ^  ^       the  parish 

toder-Lyne,  in  the  said  county,  to  the  parish  of  St.  workhoase 
Giles-m-the-Fields,  in   the   county  of  jMiddlcsex,  the  remained  for 
sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  oi)inion  of  ^"^JJ^efil^t 
Aia  Court  upon  the  following  case : —  to  B.,  out  of  the 

limits  of  the 
parish  of  A.,  to 

In  the  year  1823,  William  Conquorer,  being  a  pauper  J^^nt'S^"^;. 
in  the  parish  of  St.  Giles-in-the-Fields,  in  the  county  ^^'^^^or  for  the 

'^  "^    maintenance  of 

paupers  belong- 
^  to  A.  and  other  parishes,  where  he  was  maintained  at  the  expense  of  A. : — Heldt  that 
t^  otabUshment  might,  for  such  pnr])08e8,  be  (considered  ait  the  parish  workhouse  of  A., 
*^  tlierefore  that  the  maintenance  of  the  pauper  there  by  A.  was  not  such  relief  out  of  that 
P>iiih  at  to  be  an  acknowledgment  of  his  being  settled  in  it. 

VOL.  L  li  N.  8.  C. 
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1844.        of  Middlesex,  (the  appellant  parish),  was  sent  to  Cre» 
^  brook,  in  Derbyshire,  at  the  expense  of  the  said  parish 

f .  and  remained  at  Cresbrook  until  July,  1829,  when,  ban{ 

Inhabitants  of  /»         i  t  •  n  -i       •       •         t  -i* 

^T.  GiLBs-iN.  out  ot  work,  and  in  a  state  of  destitution,  he  went  direc 
THE.Fi.LD8.    f^^  Cresbrook  to  the  parish  of  St  Gilefr-in-the-FieldB 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  relief. 

On  his  arrival  in  that  parish,  he  applied  to  tb 
parish  officers  there  for  relief,  stating  that  he  had  jus 
come  out  of  Derbyshire;  and  he  received  from  then 
a  pair  of  shoes,  and  was  desired  by  them  to  go  back  int 
the  country,  and  get  something  to  do.  He  applied  fo 
relief  again,  on  the  Monday  following,  from  the  perisl 
officers  of  St  Giles-in-the-Fields  at  their  board,  am 
received  a  shilling,  after  an  inquiry  made  at  the  board 
whether  he  belonged  to  their  parish.  He  received 
shilling  from  them  more  than  once  during  the  space  c 
several  weeks. 

In  the  ensuing  winter,  the  pauper  being  again  charge 
able  to  the  parish  of  St  Giles-in-the-Ficlds,  whiL 
living  there,  he  was  taken  into  the  workhouse  of  tl: 
said  parish,  which  is  situate  within  the  limite  thereo 
and  remained  there  for  some  months,  until  he  wi 
sent  from  thence  with  other  paupers  to  Islingtoi 
out  of  the  limits  of  the  said  parish,  to  the  establisi 
ment  of  one  Perry,  a  contractor  for  the  maintenan< 
of  paupers  on  behalf  of  that  and  other  parishe 
where  he  was  maintained  for  some  time  at  tlie  expeni 
of  the  said  parish  of  St  Giles-in-the-Fields.  [Tl 
case  then  stated  a  subsequent  admission  of  the  paup 
into  a  similar  establishment  in  Surrey,  under  the  lil 
circumstances.] 

Upon  these  facts  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  tl 
appellants,  that  Perry's  establishment  at  Islington,  an 
the  Surrey  Asylum,  though  really  situate  in  anothi 
parish,  were  nevertheless  to  be  considered,  quoad  8 
matters  relating  to  the  settlement  of  each  pauper  inmat 
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int^ral  parts  of  the  parish  by  which  the  maintenance        i844. 
"vas  defiayed.     And^  as  the  relief  given  to  the  pauper,      "    ^ 
jnrior  to  his  admission  into   Perry's   establishment  at  v. 

Halington,  was  given  to  him  whilst  resident  in  the  appel-  st.  Giles-in- 
laxkt  parish,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  such  re-  "th^-'"^""- 
lief  given  by  the  appellant  parish  to  the  said  pauper, 
-whilst  residing  in  another  parish,  as  constituted  an  ad- 
xnisflion  of  his  being  settled  in  the  appellant  parish.  The 
eesrions  were  of  opinion,  that,  on  the  whole,  there  was 
euch  evidence  upon  the  facts  as  above  stated. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
^ere  was  evidence  of  such  relief  as  amounted  to  an 
cusknowledgment  of  a  settlement:  if  the  Court  shall  be 
of  opinion  that  there  was,  then  the  order  to  be  confirmed ; 
5/  otherwise,  to  be  quashed. 

Taumsend,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.— The 

^establishment  at  Islington  is  locally  out  of  the  parish  of 

St.  Giles,  and  therefore  relief  given  to  the  pauper  there 

\}j  that  parish  was  prim&  facie  an  acknowledgment  of 

tuB  being  settled  in  it      In  Rex  v.   St.  Peter  and  St 

JPatul  in  Bath  (a).  Lord  Mansfieldy  C.  J.,  clearly  contem- 

^^lates  that  a  child  bom  in  the  workhouse  of  parishes 

Xmited  imder  9  Geo.  2,  c.  7,  would  gain  a  settlement 

Xn  the  parish  where  such  house  was   locally   situate. 

Tlhen  C(Hnes  a  doubt  raised  by  BuUer,  J.,  in  that  case, 

which  these  appellants  rely:  "whether  the  poorhouse, 

occupied  and  become  in  this  manner  the  perpetual 

^MToperty  of  the  united  parishes,  is  not  to  tliis  purpose 

x-ather  to  be  considered  as   part  of  those  parishes  to 

"^hich  it  so  belongs,  than  of  the  parish  in  which  it  is 

locally  situated;  upon  the  same  principle  as  that  of  many 

Teflolutiodls  in  the  case  of  such  children  born  in  gaols." 

That  case  occurred  before  the  passing  of  the  54  Geo. 

(a)  Cald.  213. 
l2 
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1844.         3^  c.  1 70^  which,  by  b.  53,  prevents  an  illegitimate  chil 
^  gaining  a  settlement  by  birth  in  the  parish  where  tl 

9.  workhouse  of  such  united  parishes  is  locally  sitoat 

St.  GiueIui^  ^^°*  *^^  ^^*  ^^  being  bom  in  such  workhouse.  Bu 
THE.FiBLDs.  for  all  that  appears  in  this  case,  the  pauper,  if  he  hf 
been  bom  ille^timate  in  the  establishment  at  IaUii| 
ton,  or  in  Surrey,  would  have  gained  a  birth  settlemei 
there,  as  it  is  not  stated  that  these  asylums  were  um 
by  the  appellants  under  the  provisions  of  the  legislator 
By  the  45  Geo.  3,  c  54,  s.  1,  no  contract  for  the  lod| 
ing,  keeping,  maintaining,  or  employing  of  the  poor  * 
parishes  united  for  the  purpose  of  that  act  shall  be  vali 
imless  the  person  with  whom  the  same  is  entered  in 
shall,  during  the  continuance  of  the  contract,  be  reside 
either  in  the  parish  contracting,  or  in  the  parish  in  whi< 
the  poor  are  lodged  and  maintained.  That  does  n 
appear  in  this  case,  nor  that  it  is  a  case  where  the  pari 
officers  have  power  to  contract,  or  have  contracted  pu 
suant  to  the  enactments  of  that  statute. 

But,  even  if  that  is  not  necessary,  there  is  sufficie: 
evidence  here  to  support  the  finding  of  the  sessioi 
The  parish  officers,  in  this  case,  made  inquiries  as  to  tl 
pauper's  settlement,  and  afler  that  maintained  him  f 
some  time  in  their  parish  workhouse,  and  then  in  the 
establishment  out  of  the  parish.  The  inference  from  tl 
latter  is  either  that  the  pauper  had  no  settlement^  < 
that  he  was  settled  in  the  relieving  parish.  In  Rex 
Edwinstowe  (a),  one  instance  of  such  relief  was  he 
sufficient  to  warrant  the  latter  presumption.  [Lo] 
Denmariy  C.  J. — That  was  a  primfi  facie  case;  the  paup 
was  found  by  the  overseer  in  another  parish  and  relieve 
and  there  was  no  evidence  the  other  way.]  Thouj 
one  act  of  relief  is  not  enough,  repeated  acts  of  lonj 
continued  relief  in  the  parish  would  be  evidence  of 

(a)8B.  &C.671. 
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lement  there.     In  Rex  y.  Chatham  {a\  Lord  Ellen-        1844. 

^2fugh^  C.  J.,  said,  it  appeared  to  him  the  better  rule  f^^^  Quken 

^opt,  that  oontinued  relief  does  not  furnish  the  ,  ,  ^.'^• 

*  ^  Inhabitants  of 

<dusion  of  a  settlement ;  yet  it  seems,  from  Rex  v.  St.  Giles-in- 
"^^wbridffe^b),  that,   under  certain   circumstances,  it 


lit  be  evidence  for  the  consideration  of  the  sessions. 

case  states  nothing  positive  as  to  the  pauper  being 

^  casual  or  sick  poor ;  but  the  inference  from  his 

sent  out  of  the  parish  is  that  he  was  in  good 

th,  and  from  the  length  of  relief  that  he  was  not 

poor.     There  was  therefore  some  evidence;  and 

the  Court  will  not  disturb  the  finding  of  the 

ons,  who  have  considered  the  evidence  of  an  ac- 

fedgment  sufficient :    Rex  v.    2\irvey  (c).  Rex  v. 


1  Chambers,  contnl,  was  not  called  on  by  the  Court. 

-H-rfOrd  Denman,  C.  J. — ^It  appears  to  me  that  the  ses- 

^'^^^^^^fi  have  properly  placed  the  question  before  us,  whe- 

*^^^ir  there  was  any  evidence  of  relief  out  of  the  parish 

to  create  an  acknowledgment  of  a  settlement ;  and 


*^  ^--^^  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  such  evidence.     Rex 


^*    ^CJhatham  {e)  and  Rex  v.  Coleorton  (y)  are  authorities 

^P^^^  this  subject.     In  Rex  v.  Chadderton  (h)  there  was 

^*^y  one  act  of  relief  to  the  pauper  by  the  parish  while 

^   ^resided  in  it,  which  it  was  held  might  well  be  con- 

^^^^led  as  casual  relief,  and  therefore  no  evidence  of  his 

^^^lement  there.   And  the  reason  is  obvious ;  the  parish 

^'Soers  are  bound  to  relieve  casual  poor,  and  if  they 

^^*>j  to  be  prevented  doing  what  motives  of  humanity 


(«)  8  Eatt,  498.  (e)  8  East,  498. 

C^)  7  B.  &  C.  252.  (^)  1  B.  &  Ad.  25. 

\  (e)  2  B.  &  A.  520.  (h)  2  East,  27. 

(<0  9  B.  &  C.  894. 


\ 
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1844.        would  dictate,  by  fear  of  a  settlement  being  admitted  b; 
^^    X^      ^^>  *^^  pauper  might  die  for  want  of  assistance. 

9.  ^i\^th  reference  to  the  argument,  that  it  ought  to  b 

Inhabitants  ofi  i-,  ../»  «. 

St.  Giles-in-  s^^wn  that  the  statutory  provisions  for  workhouses  oc 
TBx-niLDB.  Qf  ^jjg  parish  have  been  complied  with,  that  seems  to  m 
immateriaL  I  think  this  house  was  in  point  of  fiwt 
parish  house,  and  may  be  considered  as  the  workhouse 
and  that,  therefore,  this  is  quite  a  case  of  relief  withi 
the  parish,  and  against  the  supposition  of  its  being  an 
acknowledgment  of  a  settlement  by  giving  relief  out  ( 
the  parish  (a). 

Williams,  J. — The  question  submitted  to  us  ii 
whether  there  was  any  evidence  at  all  of  the  fact  thi 
relief  was  given  to  the  pauper  out  of  the  parish*  This  i 
rather  an  inference  of  law,  than  of  fact.  From  the  Um 
of  the  decision  of  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  in  Rexy.  Chadder 
ton  {b)y  to  the  present,  the  bare  fact  of  relieving  a  paupe 
in  a  parish  is  no  acknowledgment  of  his  having  a  set 
tlement  there.  I  think  it  better  strictly  to  abide  by  thi 
rule,  and  am  of  opinion  therefore  that  the  sessions  wer 
clearly  wrong.  It  is  suggested,  that  such  acts  of  relie 
might  grow  into  proof  of  a  settlement.  If  so,  where  i 
the  line  to  be  drawn ;  would  five  or  ten  payments  be  ne 
cessary,  and  would  it  make  any  difference  whether  tei 
shillings  was  paid  at  once,  or  at  ten  payments  of  a  shil 
ling  each?  Here,  instead  of  giving  the  pauper  relief  ii 
their  parish,  the  overseers  transfer  him  to  their  own  ea 
tablishment  out  of  it.  It  can  make  no  difference  whe 
thcr  tliat  establishment  is  locally  situate  in  or  out  of  th^ 
parish. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  canno 
agree  that  this  can  be  considered  as  relief  given  out  o 

(a)  PaUesoUy  J.^  being  one  of  the  appellants,  took  no  part  ii 
the  proceedings.  (^)  2  East,  27. 
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parish.     They  first  relieve  the  pauper  in  the  parish,        i844. 

afterwards  transfer  him  to  an  establishment  where  „^     "^ 

The  Queen 

keep  their  own  poor.     Rex  v.  CJiatham  [a)  and  Rex  v.  v. 

0!Meorf(m{b)  distinctly  shew  that  no  such  inference  as  is  st.  Giles-in- 

ggested  is  to  be  drawn  from  such  circumstances.  thb.fields. 

Order  quashed. 

(a)  8  East,  498.  (b)  1  B.  &  Ad.  25. 


L 


The  Queen  v.  Clark.  jprii  25M. 

rule  nisi  was   obtained   in   Hilary   Term,    1844,  Thestat. 5&j 
calling  upon  James  Clark,  surveyor  of  the  highways  g.  95,  enacte/ 
^tbin  the  parish  of  Chij)ping  Barnct,  in  the  county  of  ^"j^^^^*?  ^^ 
Hertford,  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  non-repair  of  a 

iiiffliwav   **  the 

issue,  directed  to  him,  commanding  him  to  pay  to  Robert  costs  of  the 
Bullock  the  costs  of  the  prosecution  of  an  indictment  ghalTbedirected 
Jigainst  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish,  according  to  ^J  **»«  ^^^ 

-  01  assize  I  Detoro 

tae  provisions  of  stat.  5  &  (j  Will.  4,  c.  50,  ss.  94  and  whom  the  in- 

Ar  /  %  dictment  is 

^^  W«  tried,  or  Uic 

justices  at  ses- 
sions, to  be  paid  out  of  the  highway  rate." 

^  indictment  nnder  this  statute  was  tried  at  the  assizes,  the  defendants  were  found 
S^tj,  and  the  Judge  thereupon  made  a  verbal  order  for  the  costs  of  the  prosecution.  A  bill 
0' costs  was  sent  to  the  defendants,  but  was  never  taxed.  The  recognisances,  having  been 
^pited  from  time  to  time,  were  ultimately  discharged,  and  an  application  was  made  to  the 
^^^  who  tried  the  case  to  enforce  his  order  for  the  costs,  but  he  declined  to  interfere. 

This  Court  refused  to  grant  a  mandamiis  to  the  surveyor  of  the  parish  to  pay  the  costs, 
™^  unoant  not  having  been  ascertained. 

^hkf  the  amount  of  costs  should  be  ascertained  by  the  Judge  who  tries  the  case  at  the 


or  sessions,  or.  by  the  officer  of  the  Court  under  his  direction,  at  or  immediately 
•*«  the  trial. 

(c)  Sect.  94  provides  for  the  such  repairs  is  denied  by  the  sur- 

Oiode  of  proceeding  in  case  of  a  veyor  on  behalf  of  the  inhabitants 

P*n«h  road  being  out  of  repair,  of  the   parish,  or  by  any  other 

^y  *ummoning  the  surveyor  or  party  charged  therewith,  it  shall 

P^^n  chargeable  with  the  repair  then  be  lawful  for  such  justices, 

°^">re  the  justices  at  special  ses-  and  they  are  hereby  required  to 

'^^^.  direct  a  bill  of  indictment  to  be 

^*ct  95  enacts,  "  That,  if,  on  preferred,  and  the  necessary  wit- 

*^c  hearing  of  any  such  summons  nesses  in  support  thereof  to  be 

^^"P^ng  the  repair  of  any  high-  subpoenaed  at  the  next  assizes 

**y»  the  duty  or  obligation  of  to  be  holden  in  and  for  the  said 
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1844.  The  following  facts  appeared  on  affidavit : — 

Ths  Quxex 

V'  On  the  3rd  of  November,  1840,  an  order  was 


Clark. 


by  justices  assembled  at  special  sessions,  directing 
bert  Bullock  to  indict,   at  the  next  assizes,  the  in^ 

habitants  of  the  parish  of  Chipping  Bamet,  for  non . 

repair  of  a  highway  there   situate.       At  the 

assizes  for  the  county  of  Hertford,  in  1842,  the  indict— <i^  «t- 

ment  was  tried  before  Gumeyy  B.,  and  the  defendants  r^.mia 

were  found  guilty.      After  the  verdict  was 

ed,  an  application  for  the  costs  of  the  prosecution  wi 

made  to  the  Judge,  who  respited  the  judgment  and 

cognisances  till  the  next  assizes,  in  order  that  the 

might  be  repaired  in  the  meantime,  and  the  necessity  o:<:^^  ^^ 

a  fine  obviated :  he  also  made  a  verbal  order  for  th^-^^^^ 

costs  of  the  prosecution,  and  the  clerk  of  assize  mad^-K-^® 

an  entry  in  his  minute-book  to  that  effect.     The 

up  to  the  time  of  the  verdict,  amounted  to  67 8i  17*' 

6cL     At  the  Summer  Assizes,  1842,  the  judgment  wi 

further  respited  by  the  learned  Judge  who  then  pi 

sided,  on  application  made  on  behalf  of  the  inhabitanti^^^  ^^ 

of  the  parish.     On  the  29th  of  June,  1842,  the  attome] 

for  the  prosecution  sent  in  his  bill  of  costs  to  the  attoi 

ney  for  the  defendants,  who  refused  payment.     He 

wards  applied  to  the  taxing  Masters  of  the  Crown-office,. 

and  to  the  deputy  clerk  of  assize  for  the  Home  Circuity 

county,  or  at  the  next  general  sessions,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  rate 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for  made  and  levied  in  pursuance  of 
the  county,  riding,  division,  or  this  act  in  the  parish  in  which 
place  wherein  such  highway  shall  such  highway  is  situate;  provid  e 
be,  against  the  inhabitants  of  the  nevertheless,  that  it  shall  be  law- 
parish,  or  the  party  to  be  named  ful  for  the  party  against  whom 
in  such  order,  for  suffering  and  such  indictment  shall  be  so  pre- 
permitting  the  said  highway  to  ferrcd  at  the  quarter  sessions  as 
be  out  of  repair ;  and  the  costs  of  aforesaid  to  remove  such  indict* 
such  prosecution  shall  be  directed  mcnt,  by  certiorari  or  otherwise, 
by  the  Judge  of  assize  before  into  his  Majesty's  Court  of  King's 
whom  the  said  indictment  is  tried,  Bench." 
or  by  the  justices  at  such  quarter 
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>  tax  the  bill,  and  which  they  declined  to  do,  alleging         i844. 
lat  they  had  no  authority.    Application  was  afterwards    j,^^  Quken 
lade,  on  the  28th  of  October,  1842,  to  Crumey,  B.,  ^' 

»  ascertain  the  s^d  costs,  and  insert  the  amount  in 
js  order;  but  he  refused  to  interfere-  At  the  Spring 
jBsizes,  1843,  the  road  having  been  repaired  in  the 
eantime,  the  prosecutors  did  not  pray  for  judgment, 
it  applied  to  Paiteson^  J.,  who  presided  at  those  as- 
ses^ for  the  costs  of  the  prosecution ;  but  his  Lordship 
88  of  opinion,  that  he  had  no  power  to  grant  the  appU- 
btion.  Gumeyy  B.,  was,  on  April  30th,  1843,  again  re- 
lested  to  grant  a  sunnnons  to  enforce  his  order,  which 
5  refiised.  At  the  Sununer  Assizes,  1843,  Parke,  B., 
flcharged  the  recognisances  of  the  defendants,  but  was 
i*  opinion  that  he  had  no  power  as  to  the  costs  of  the 
roeecution.  The  bill  of  costs  was  afterwards  taxed  by 
le  derk  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Hertford,  and 
lyment  of  the  amount  demanded,  and  refused. 

Flatt  and  Godson  now  shewed  cause. — The  order  for 
le  payment  of  these  costs  was  made  in  1842,  but  they 
ive  never  yet  been  ascertained  by  any  competent  au- 
lority.  This  rule  calls  upon  the  surveyor  of  the  pa- 
sh  to  pay  an  indefinite  amount.  Supposing  the  rule  to 
s  made  absolute,  the  present  surveyor  has  no  means 
r  reimbursing  himself  these  expenses,  because  he 
mnot  levy  a  rate  upon  the  present  rate-payers  for 
lat  purpose.  The  amount  of  the  costs  should  have 
e^i  ascertained  during  the  assizes,  either  by  the  Judge 
imself^  or  by  some  oflScer  of  the  court.  It  is  now  too 
bte  to  make  the  application.  In  Selwood  v.  Mount  (a), 
;  was  held,  that  an  order  of  the  quarter  sessions  for 
le  payment  of  costs,  generally,  under  the  90th  see- 
on  of  the  same  statute,  was  bad,  for  not  specifying 
le  amount  of  costs.     In  Regina  v.  Long  (&),  where  an 

0 

{a)  1  Q.  B.  R.  726,  {h)  Id.  740. 


146  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1844.  order  of  removal  was  confirmed,  with  costs,  under 

T^ToiJI^N  ^  ^  ^  ^^^'  ^'  ^'  ^^'  ^  ^^'  ^^^  without  specifying  ^r^Ae 

V.  amount,  a  taxation  of  such  costs  after  the  end  of  the 


Clark. 


\ 


sions  was  held  to  be  irregular.     The  costs,  therefor'^c^DTe, 
never  having  been  ascertained  by  any  competent  aathc^-^^^^ 
ity,  this  Court  cannot,  by  mandamus,  enforce  the  pn^^v^J* 
mentofan  indefinite  sum. 

Kellj/  and  Bramwell,  contr^. — The  defendants  m^  *'® 
clearly  liable  to  pay  these  costs.  The  95th  section  -  ®* 
the  Stat  5  &  6  Will,  4,  c.  50,  enacts,  that  the  co^s^oets 
of  the  prosecution  shall  be  directed  by  the  Judge  ^^ 

assize  before  whom  the  indictment  is  tried.    The  leai.    -^■■'*" 
ed  Judge  who  tried  this  indictment  made  an  order  ff^***^ 
the  costs  according  to  the  directions  of  the  Btatat^"  -^ 
But,  assuming  that  the  Judge  should  refer  the  bill  H^^^"* 
taxation,  there  is  no  oflScer  named  in  the  act  to  whom  t^t-  he 
could  refer  it,  as  in  the  7  Geo.  4,  c  64,  s.  22,  where  cosr^^*® 
of  prosecutigns  are  directed  to  be  ascertained  by  tlc"^*® 
proper  oflScer  of  the  Court   The  Judge  has  acted  in 
cordance  with  the  power  given  him  by  the  statute,  an. 
there  is  a  good  and  valid  order  which  this  Court  ma^ 
enforce  by  mandamus.     Upon  application  for  the 
of  a  mandamus  under  stat  1  Will.  4,  c  21,  s.  6,  thi 
Court  only  directs  that  costs  shall  be  paid,  they  do  nor^ 
ascertain  any  specific  amount;  and  a  Judge  who 
for  costs  merely  certifies  that  a  particular  party  is 
tied  to  costs,  without  specifying  any  sum.     If  the  Cou_- 
hold  that  the  costs  must  be  taxed  at  the  trial,  this  resolt^^ 
may  follow:  it  may  be  necessary  to  tax  them  before 
they  are  all  incurred,  in  the  absence  of  the  party  who 
would  have  to  pay  them,  and  by  one  who,  however  high 
his  station,  would  be  incompetent,  personally,  to  tax 
them,  and  who  could  not  command  the  assistance  of  a 
competent  person. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  two  clauses  of  this  act 


i 
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re,  undoubtedly,  calculated  to  give  a  great  deal  of  trou-         1344. 
le,  and,  on  thb  occasion,  the  Court  feels  itself  placed 


Thb  Qubbn 


Clark. 


1  considerable  difficulty.     An  indictment  was  prefer-  ». 

3d  at  the  assizes  against  the  inhabitants  of  a  parish  for 
le  non-repair  of  a  road,  and,  at  the  trial,  the  defendants 
ere  found  guilty.     This  is  a  case  in  which  there  can 
s  no  doubt  but  that  the  statutes  meant  that  the  defend- 
its  should  pay  the  costs.     The  only  question  is,  wha- 
ler they  have  been  properly  called  on  to  pay  them. 
lie  power  given  to  the  Judge  of  assize  by  the  95th  see- 
on  is  to  direct  the  costs  of  such  prosecution.      [His 
oidship  here  read  the  section.]     On  these  words  we 
U8t  hold,  that  the  meaning  is,  that  the  costs  of  such 
-oaecution  thus  directed  to  be  paid  shall  be  ascertained 
ther  by  the  Judge  himself  who  makes  the  order,  or,  if 
le  direction  be  given  in  general  terms,  that  the  costs 
all  be  ascertained  in  the  usual  course  in  which  costs  are 
oertained, — they  will  be  submitted  to  the  consideration 
*  the  proper  officer  of  the  court,  who  is  to  do  it.     We 
>  not  enter  into  niceties  as  to  Judges  of  oyer  and  ter- 
iner  and  of  nisi  prius,  before  either  of  whom  these  in- 
ctments  may  be  tried,  inasmuch  as  there  is  a  power  to 
move  them  by  certiorari ;  but  the  meaning  is,  that  the 
idge  who  tries  the  case,  either  at  the  quarter  sessions 
at  the  assizes,  shall  have  the  power  of  giving  the  di- 
ction.  In  this  case  the  Judge  has  given  a  direction,  but 
i  has  done  it  in  general  terms ;  he  has  not  ascertained 
e  costs,  nor  has  he  put  the  officer  in  motion  for  that 
irpose.     Under  these  circumstances,  we  are,  at  the 
id  of  two  years,  called  on  to  require  the  surveyor  to 
ly,  not  the  costs  which  the  Judge  ordered,  for  he  did 
it  order  any  specific  sum  as  costs, — not  the  costs  which 
bve  been  ascertained  by  taxation,  for  no  taxation  has 
ken  place, — not  the  costs  which  have  been  ascertained 
xm  inquiry  to  be  due,  for  no  inquiry  has  been  made, — 
it)  generally,  the  costs  incurred  in  the  prosecution. 
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1844.  These  costs  yet  remain  to  be  ascertained^  and  while  th( 

^     ""     '  are  so,  we  cannot  call  on  the  surveyor  by  mandamus 

The  duEEN 

9.  do  any  such  act  as  to  pay  unascertained  costs,  or  to 


Clark. 


ter  on  an  inquiry  of  this  description. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  enter  on  the  questioi 
how  far  the  change  of  parties  here  may  make  it  inex 
dient  for  the  Court  in  its  discretion  to  grant  such  a  rul< 
as  I  think  it  is  a  matter  to  which  a  mandamus  would  n< 
be  applicable. 

Whatever  power  the  Judge  has  now  to  call  on  th< 
surveyor  to  do  anything,  he  possessed  on  the  30th 
April,  when  the  refusal  took  place ;  if  he  has  the  pow 
now,  he  had  it  then.     If  he  has  the  power  to  ascertiu^ 
the  costs,  or  to  put  them  in  the  course  of  being 
tained,  he  may  be  called  upon  to  exercise  that  powe 
now.     It  seems  that  he  has  thought  that  he  does  no 
possess  that  power.     If  he  is  right  in  that  opinion,  th^ 
case  must  fall  to  the  ground,  by  reason  of  his  want  o 
power  to  make  an  effective  order,  in  consequence  of  hii 
not  being  called  upon  to  act  at  the  time.     If  he  d 
possess  that  power,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  him  froi 
exercising  it  now,  as  a  duty  cast  upon  a  Judge  of 
to  exercise  the  powers  with  wliich  he  is  invested, 
carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  a  statute  which 
a  particular  thing  to  be  done.     Unfortunately  the 
talked  of  do  not  mean  such  as  by  other  process  may 
proved  to  have  been  incurred,  but  such  as  the  Judge, 
who  has  the  power  of  giving  them,  has  ascertained  or 
caused  to  be  ascertained.     The  dilemma,  therefore,  is 
conclusive.     Either  the  Judge  had  not  the  power  at  all 
to  direct  the  inquiry  after  he  left  the  Court,  or  he  pos- 
sessed such  power  as  a  collateral  and  independent  power; 
and  it  is  only  on  the  latter  supposition  that  he  can  now 
be  called  on  to  act     If  he  sees  reason  to  think  differ- 
ently of  the  opinion  he  has  taken,  he  may  retrace  his 
steps,  and  put  the  party  now  in  the  situation  in  which 
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he  might  have  put  him  at  the  first  moment.     I  am,         i844. 

however,  of  opinion,  that  the  materials  presented  to  us  _      T 
form  no  sufficient  ground  for  making  this  rule  absolute.  9. 


Clark. 


Patteson,  J. — I  confess  I  entertain  doubt  whether  a 
PTiandamus  would  be  the  proper  remedy,  even  supposing 
tlie  amount  of  costs  to  be  ascertained.  In  that  case, 
perhaps,  there  might  be  some  ground  for  this  application; 
hut  the  amount  here  not  being  ascertained,  wc  are  asked 
*o  send  a  mandamus  to  the  surveyor  to  pay  the  costs ; 
('W'hether  those  costs  are  lOL  or  lOOOt  we  do  not  know) ; 
^^»  otherwise,  we  are  called  on  to  say  what  is  the  right 
®ujn  to  be  paid.  That  would  be  to  put  ourselves  in  the 
^^^^uation  of  taxing  officers  of  the  court,  and  to  ascertain 
^^hat  costs  are  due  between  parties.  It  never  can  be 
^^^ntended  that  that  is  a  course  which  this  Court  is 
^^^Und  to  pursue ;  that  in  all  cases  of  this  sort,  because 
^*^^y  have  not  specified  the  person  who  is  to  ascertain 
*^^  amount  of  costs,  the  Court  is  to  be  the  taxing  of- 
*lcvfc-      j^  jg  plain,  to  my  apprehension,  that,  when  it  is 


that  the  Judge  before  whom  the  indictment  is  tried 

^^^^  direct  the  payment  of  the  costs,  the  legislature 

^^nt,  that  the  amount  should  be  ascertained  under  his 

'Action,  either  at  the  time  or  immediately  afterwards, 

-^  the  officer  of  the  Court.     It  is  quite  plain  that  the 


'^^ning  of  the  legislature  must  be,  that  the  costs  should 
ascertained  in  the  ordinary  way  by  the  Judge  before 
^om  the  case  was  tried,  and  not  under  the  direction  of 
^^  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.     That  being  so,  we  have 
the  power  to  do  what  is  now  asked.  There  are  many 
^«r  points  in  the  case  to  which  it  is  not  necessary  we 
^oiild  now  refer.    It  is  sufficient  for  us  to  say,  that  we 
not  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  costs,  and  that  we 
LBot  order  the  surveyor  to  pay  an  amount  wholly  un- 


"W1LUAM8,  J. — This  is  a  case  of  considerable  per- 
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1844.         plexity.     It  is  clearly  a  case  in  which  the  costs  ou^ 
-,     ^  have  been  paid,  but  we  cannot  now  enforce  the  payme 

V.  of  them  by  mandamus.  It  seems  to  me,  that  there  has  bd 

an  omission  on  the  part  of  the  persons  applying,  and  th 
we  have  not  the  power  of  doing  what  the  Judge  mig 
have  done.  His  order  was  valid  for  the  purpose  of  se 
ting  the  proceedings  in  motion;  but  it  does  not  appe 
that  the  party  now  applying  did  set  in  motion  the  o£ 
cer  to  tax  the  costs,  as  he  might  have  done,  during  tl 
time  that  the  Judge's  commission  lasted.  Suppose  he  h 
made  an  application  to  the  clerk  of  assize.  He  mig 
have  done  so,  but  he  has  allowed  two  years  to  elap 
without  taking  any  steps  in  the  matter.  How  can  ^ 
grant  a  mandamus  to  pay  an  unascertained  sum  of  m 
ney  ?  When  we  talk  of  the  Judge  of  assize,  we  do  n 
mean  a  Judge  of  any  particular  court,  but  a  Judge 
one  of  the  courts  sitting  at  the  assizes.  If  the  Jud] 
who  tried  the  cause  has  yet  the  power  to  make  tl 
order,  he  may  do  so,  and  an  indictment  will  lie  i 
disobeying  the  order. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — It  is  with  Considerable  reluctan 
that  I  come  to  the  conclusion,  tliat  this  rule  must  be  di 
charged.  It  is  clear  that  the  parish  ought  to  pay  the 
costs :  all  the  difficulty  that  exists  arises  out  of  the  mo 
of  proceeding.  Without  inquiring  into  these  difficc 
ties  so  far  as  they  apply  to  issuing  the  mandamus,  I  w 
found  my  opinion  on  the  assumption  that  the  mandam 
has  actually  issued.  Suppose  it  had  issued,  what  won 
be  the  form?  It  would  be,  that  the  defendant  must  p 
a  sum  of  money  generally,  but  the  sum  could  not  1 
specified.  How  could  such  a  mandamus  be  obeyed 
any  one  item  in  the  account  is  disputed  ?  What  is  ti 
sum  to  be  paid  ?  Is  it  such  a  sum  as  the  prosecutor  mi 
choose  to  demand?  The  costs  must  be  taxed,  or  tl 
sum  otherwise  ascertained.  I  do  not  say  how  that 
to  be  done,  but  until  it  is  done  the  surveyor  cann 
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kno^v^     what  he  is  to  pay.     Till  it  is  known  what  the         1844. 
ooBts  are,  there  is  an  insuperable  objection  to  our  issuing    ^    X 
the  isviit  to  give  effect  to  this  order.  v, 

Clark. 

Kule  discharged,  without  costs. 


Th 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Kesteven.  April  25th. 


IS  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  justices  of  the  parts  The  examina- 

r  x^-  •  tioD  of  ft  pftuper 

01  Iveeteven,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  to  shew  cause  stated  ft  settle- 
^^y  a  mandamus  should  not  issue  to  them  to  enter  con-  ScapMliant 
tuiuances  and  hear  an  appeal  against  an  order,  dated  ^**™il^*^to 
l*fc   September,  1843,  removing  Miriam,  the   wife  of  J.  Green,  for 
'Vuliam  Welboum,  and  her  four  children,  from  the  an  indenture 
^^uship  of  Spittlegate  to  the  parish  of  Great  Ponton,  ^^^^^2S, 

^^ix  in  the  said  parts.  andtherequiaite 

T^       /»  n       •  ^  service,  and 

-*.he  followmg  facts  appeared  by   an    affidavit  of  forty  days' real- 

•j^^  dence  in  P. 

Qj^^^c  grounda  of  appeal  stated,  *'  that  the  pauper,  after  his  service  with  the  said  master, 

to  #>i7^7  ^  consent,  for  part  of  the  time  of  the  said  apprenticeship,  to  wit,  from  May,  1833, 

a^|J^*e  end  of  the  said  term,  served  one  S.  Nowell,  of  Grosvenor- square,  Pimlico,  under  the 

a^^2^iMienture,  in  a  third  parish,  H.,  and  resided  therein  more  than  forty  days  during  such 

^^  *^»,  hang  single,"  &c. 

or  ^^^  ^  tn^»  the  case  of  the  respondents  being  admitted,  they  objected  that  the  groonda 

U^rw-^y^P^  were  not  sufficient  in  particularity  as  to  the  house  in  H.  where  the  alleged  service 

•q^^^'^   piftoe,  to  entitle  the  appellants  to  give  evidence  in  support  of  that  settlement.    The 

*^iis,  after  argument,  being  of  that  opinion,  confirmed  the  order  without  hearing  the 

'^nce.     Upon  motion  for  a  mandamus  to  them  to  enter  continuances  and  hear  the 

~^«1 — ffeld,  (overruling  12tf^ina  v.  The  Jusiiceg  of  Carnarvonshire,  2  Q.  B.  R.  325,  and 

^nar.  The  JusHcet  of  the  West  Riding,  Id.  331,)  that,  as  the  sessions  had  not  de- 

^l^^"^^^  jurisdiction,  but  had  entertained  the  point,  which  was  one  peculiarly  for  their  con- 

1%  ^^^^tion,  (not  being  a  preliminary  question  of  law,  as  whether  a  particular  rule  of  practice 

^^^^nsistent  vrith  law),  this  Court  would  not  interfere  by  mandamus. 
t^^^^here  such  questions  are  raised  at  sessions,  the  justices,  if  they  have  any  doubt,  should 
^Q^^    stop  the  case,  but  hear  and  determine  it  upon  the  facts,  and  reserve  the  point  for  the 

^^^idoration  of  this  Court. 
««  »j^lie  sessions  confirmed  the  order  of  removal,  subject  to  a  case  which  concluded  thus : 
quesdon  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  is,  whether  the  grounds  of 
[were  insufficient ;  if  so,  the  order  of  removal  to  stand  confirmed,  otherwise,  con/tntf- 
rore  lo  be  entered  and  the  appeal  heard:** — Held,  that  this  Court  would  not  hear  a  case 
1  with  such  a  conclusion,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  putting  the  sessions  In  motion. 
•    ^^vtfre,  whether  the  reservation  of  a  case  in  such  a  form,  which  precludes  the  appellants 
^^t^bringiog  it  up,  deprives  them  of  their  claim  to  the  remedy  by  mandamus. 
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1844.         the  attorney  for  the   appellants,   who  conducted  d 
The  Queen     ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  Boum  Sessions,  where  attomies  only  pnu 

The  Justices  of  * 

Kestbven.  The  examinations  on  which  the  order  was  founded  ^ 
up  a  settlement  acquired  by  William  Welboum,  tl 
husband  of  the  pauper,  in  Great  Ponton,  byapprentic 
ship  to  John  Green,  stonemason,  for  six  years,  under  i 
indenture  dated  24th  of  March,  1828,  and  service  und 
it,  and  residence  in  Great  Ponton  more  than  forty  da^ 
during  such  service ;  and  stated,  that  he  slept  in  Gie 
Ponton  the  last  night  of  the  apprenticeship. 

Notice  of  appeal  and  a  statement  of  the  grounds  • 
appeal  were  duly  served,  denying  that  the  pauper  dej 
the  last  night  in  Great  Ponton;  and  setting  up  a  settl* 
ment  acquired  in  Harlaxton,  (inter  alia),  as  follows:- 
"  And  also  that  the  said  W.  Welboum,  after  his  8ervi< 
with  his  master,  the  said  John  Green,  for  part  of  the  sai 
term  of  the  said  apprenticeship,  with  the  consent  of  h 
said  master,  to  wit,  from  May  or  June,  1833,  to  the  en 
of  the  said  term,  served  one  Samuel  Nowell,  of  Grosvf 
nor-square,  Pimlico,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  builde 
imdcr  the  said  indenture  in  the  examination  menliona 
in  the  parish  of  Harlaxton,  in  the  said  parts  of  Kesti 
ven,  in  the  said  county  of  Lincoln,  and  inhabited  and  n 
sided  therein  more  than  forty  days  during  such  servio 
being  then  single  and  unmarried,  and  without  child  i 
children." 

At  the  sessions,  the  attorney  who  conducted  tl 
case  for  the  respondents,  as  their  prim&  facie  caf 
was  admitted,  proceeded  to  take  an  objection  to  tl 
statement  of  tlie  grounds  of  appeal,  previously  to  ev 
dence  being  entered  into  for  the  appellants.  Tl 
objection  was,  that  it  was  incompetent  for  the  appe 
hnta  to  go  into  or  give  any  evidence  in  support  ( 
the  alleged  settlement  in  Harlaxton,  inacniuch  as  tb 
statement  of  the  grounds  of  appeal  did  not  set  fort 


> 


EASTER  TERM,  7  VICT.  I53 

tile  particular  house  in  Harlaxton  in  which  W.  Wei-  1844. 

tK>um  resided  during  his  service  under  the  indenture,     thb  Quebn 
a*iid  did  not  specify  or  particularise  the  house  by  the  ^\ 

The  Justices  of 

name  of  the  landlord,  or  in  any  other  manner;  and  that  Kxstbvsn. 
t;l]is  was  the  more  material,  as  Mr.  Nowell  did  not  re- 
side in  the  parish,  but  more  than  one  hundred  miles 
ftx>in  it,  being  only  employed  there  in  building  a  large 
liall^  for  which  purpose  he  employed  more  than  two 
Hundred  workmen,  from  all  parts  of  the  country,  some 
lodging  in  the  parish,  and  some  in  the  neighbouring 
^'illages,  but  almost  all  totally  unknown  to  their  em- 
ployer. He  cited  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Sussex  (a) 
support  of  the  objection. 

It  was  contended  by  the  appellants,  that  tliis  objection 
invalid;  but  the  justices,  after  argument,  determined 
^*^^t:  the  statement  of  grounds  of  appeal  relating  to  the 
^Ueged  settlement  in  Harlaxton  was  insuflScient  in  par- 
"^oularity,  because  the  hBuse  in  which  W.  Wclbourn  re- 
^*ded  at  Harlaxton  was  not  specified  by  the  name  of  the 
^^^^dlord  thereof,  or  in  any  other  manner,  and  conse- 
quently they,  the  justices,  could  not  receive  any  evidence 
^^  Support  of  such  alleged  settlement. 

The  justices,  therefore,  confirmed  the  order  of  removal, 

^  object  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in 

^^anner  following,  (that  is  to  say) — If  this  Court  should 

^^  of  opinion  that  the  statement  of  the  grounds  of  ap- 

I^^^l  was  insuflScient  in  particularity,  then  the  order  of 

^*^^oval  to  stand  confirmed;  but  should  tliis  Court  be  of 

Contrary  opinion,  that  continuances  should  be  entered, 

^^^Ui  the  Justices  should  proceed  to  hear  the  said  appeal 

Ihe  aflSdavit  also  stated,  that  a  witness  was  present  on 

^c  part  of  the  appellants,  ready  to  be  examined  as  to 

*^^  fact  of  the  alleged  settlement  in  Harlaxton;  and 

'^^H),  that  the  deponent  was  not  aware,  at  the  time  of  tak- 

(a)  10  A.  &  E.G82. 
^OL.  I.  M  N.  8.  C. 
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1844.         ing  the  case,  of  the  late  determination  of  this  Court  nol 
to  enter  upon  cases  where  the  opinion  of  this  Court  is 
9.  not  conclusive  of  the  appeal,  on  the  hearing  whereof  the 

Kebtsysn.  po^t  in  dispute  has  arisen;  and  that,  unless  this  Courl 
will  allow  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  be  issued,  the  appel- 
lants will  have  no  remedy  against  the  decision  of  the  said 
justices,  although  the  case  was  granted  by  the  jnsticei 
under  a  belief  that  it  would  be  received. 

MeUar  shewed  cause,  and  took  a  preliminary  objeo 
tion,  that,  as,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  appeal,  when  th< 
sc^ions  had  decided  against  the  appellants  on  the  insuf 
ficicncy  of  the  grounds  of  appeal,  they  applied  for  an< 
obtained  a  special  case,  the  parties  having  chosen  thel 
remedy,  this  Court  will  not  interfere  by  mandamus 
Bex  V.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (a),  Rex  v.  T% 
.  Justices  of  Suffolk  (6),  and  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  North 
amptonshire  (c).  • 

fVhitehursty  contra. — There  is  no  doubt  that  where  i 
party  has  not  been  heard  he  is  entitled  to  a  mandamuc 
unless  the  reservation  of  a  case  deprives  him  of  it :  Re 
ffina  V.  The  Justices  of  Carnarvonshire  (d).  The  princi 
pic  is,  that,  where  there  has  been  another  complet 
remedy  given  by  the  sessions,  this  Court  will  not  gran 
a  mandamus.  But  that  is  not  the  case  here,  the  ap 
pellants  have  no  such  remedy,  as  the  case,  not  beinf 
granted  generally,  but  with  such  an  alternative  as  iUf 
Court  will  not  allow  to  be  submitted  to  them,  caono 
be  brought  up;  so,  if  the  mandamus  is  refused,  the* 
arc  without  redress.  In  Regina  v.  Wistow  {e)  Lot 
Denmany  C.  J.,  said,  that  this  Court  could  not  hear 
case  so  stated,  that  the  sessions  asked  this  Court  to  ^ 

(a)  1  A.  &  E.  606.  {d)  2  Q.  B.  R.  325. 

{b)  6  A.  &  E.  109.  (e)  1  G.  &  D.  681. 

(c)  Id.  Ill,  n. 
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^5ide  the  case,  and  appeared  also  to  reserve  to  themselves         i844. 
"the  right  of  coming  to  a  decision  of  their  own  upon    ^    ^^"^ 
afterwards.     [Pa/toon,  J. — It  does  not  appear  that  v. 

1  .      .    J  .      .1       /»  ./>  II        11.1  The  Justices  of 

objected  to  the  lorm,  or^  it  you  had  asked  the  ses-     Kestkvbn. 


they  might  have  drawn  it  up  differently.]  A 
beequent  sessions  could  not  alter  it;  when  a  judgment 
^ven  in  a  particular  form,  the  chairman  must  abide 
it,  and  then  it  might  have  been  too  late  to  apply  for 
mandamus.  {^Wiffhtman,  J. — You  might  have  aban- 
your  case,  and  then  you  would  have  brought 
yourself  within  one  of  tho  cases  cited.]  There  is  no 
obligation  on  parties  to  do  that ;  unless  the  rule  of  law 
imperative,  they  ought  not  to  be  turned  round  on  a 
objection.  If  this  mandamus  is  refused  by 
astute  construction  of  tiic  practice,  the  ends  of  justice 
be  defeated  by  preventing  the  merits  from  being 


Ijord  Denman,  C.  J. — We  had  better  hear  the  case. 

JdeQor, — There  arc,  then,  two  answers  to  tliis  appli- 

ion  for  a  mandamus :   1 .  The  first  question  is,  whe- 

^^^r  the  sessions  have  declined  a  jurisdiction  which  they 

^xight  to  have  exercised;  if  they  have  not,  but  have  de- 

^^^ed  upon  a  point  of  law,  or  fact,  whether  they  are  right 

^*^  wrong  in  their  decision,  this  Court  will  not  constitute 

^tadf  a  Court  of  appeal  to  correct  them.     The  division 

•^tween  grounds  of  appeal  and  examinations  is  twofold: 

^ey  may  be  defective  in  substance,  that  is,  the  facts 

*^^^y  be  particularly  stated,  but  sufficient  facts  not  stat- 

^^  or  they  may  not  be  stated  with  sufficient  particularity ; 

^^  is  put  by  Coleridge^  J.,  in  Regina  v.  Charlhurij  and 

^^alcott{a):  "The  antagonist  either  says,  that  they  have 

^ot  given  him  sufficient  information  to  entitle  them  to 

(a)  3  a  B.  R.  378. 
M  2 
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1844.         prove  their  case ;  or  he  says,  that  the  case  is  cleail 
The  Quebn     stated,  but  that,  admittiDg  it  as  stated,  it  is  not  enoug) 
^  J  *'•  That  is  the  result  of  a  literal  interpretation  of  the  statat 

Kbstbybn.  Whether  that  which  the  statute  requires  has  been  coa 
plied  with,  the  sessions  are  to  judge.  When  they  dedc 
on  this,  it  is  just  the  same  as  if  they  heard  all  the  case 
So,  the  particularity  of  the  grounds  here  was  a  questio 
for  the  sessions;  they  have  not  declined  jurisdiction,  fi 
they  went  into  the  point,  and  it  was  argued  and  dedded 
and  this  Court  will  not  direct  them  to  come  to  any  pai 
ticular  conclusion.  That  was  the  case  in  Regina  y.  Kb/y. 
clere  (a),  where  the  question  was,  whether  a  date  of  n 
lief  in  the  examinations  was  or  was  not  material  S< 
in  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Carnarvon  (b),  Rex  v.  jFWr 
ton  (c),  Ex  parte  Overseers  of  Ackworth  (d),  and  In  \ 
Pratty  {e\  the  Coiurt  refused  to  interfere.  So,  in  Ex  par 
Broseley  (/),  the  Court  thought  the  sessions  were  the  pn 
per  judges  of  the  materiality  of  a  variance,  and  refused 
mandamus;  as  they  did,  also,  where  the  sessions  wei 
equally  divided.  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Monmouthshire  {g 
and  where  a  magistrate  who  was  interested  had  take 
part  in  the  proceedings :  Rex  v.  The  Justices  ofMonmouti 
shire  {K) .  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Carnarvonshire  (t)  wi 
be  relied  on  by  the  other  side.  That  case  is  inconsistei 
with  the  former  and  subsequent  decisions,  many  of  whic 
were  not  cited  in  the  argument  there.  In  Regina  ▼.  27 
Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (A),  the  point  does  not  appef 
to  have  been  taken. 

2.  But,  secondly,  the  sessions  were  right  in  their  dec 
sion.  The  objection  was,  that  the  grounds  of  appei 
were  defective  in  not  stating  the  name  or  description  c 

{a)  3  Q.  B.  R.  388.  (  /)  Id.  423 . 

{h)  4  B.  &  A.  86.  (^)  4  B  &  C.  849. 

(c)  5  B.  &  A.  597.  {h)  8  B.  &  C.  139. 

(d)  3  Q.  B.  R.  397,  n.  (t)  2  Q.  B.  R.  325. 

(e)  7  A.  &  E.  27.  (k)  Id.  331. 
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tK^    2>eT80ii  with  whom  the  pauper  served.    There  might         1844. 
be  £k  <3iffereBce  in  the  particularity  required  as  to  different    j^^  queew 
p&n^Iies;  in  some  the  landlord's  name  has  been  held  to  _    ,  *'•. 

\^  \  ,  The  Justices  of 

be   X3ci.sterial,  as  in  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  the  Eastern     Ksstbvut. 

D^'^^^^rion  of  Sussex  (a)  and  Regina  v.  The  Recorder  of 

P^^'^'^^^ract  if),  and  in  such  a  case  as  this  it  was  essenti- 
ally 


^"f^^^Hehursty  contrd. — Where  a  party  goes  to  the  ses- 
61013^    with  his  grounds  of  appeal  stated  correctly,  he  has 
*  ^^^gtt  to  be  heard;  and  if  the  sessions  decide  on  a  pre- 
™Maiary  objection,  and  refuse  to  hear  the  merits  of  the 
^*s^>   a  mandamus  will  issue  to  compel  them.     The  ques- 
tion, ^jsed  formerly  oflen  to  arise,  upon  a  decision  of  the 
sessions,  as  to  whether  the  notice  of  appeal  was  suffi- 
^^^^t;-     In  those  cases  this  Court  always  decided  that 
^^    xoerits  had  not  been  heard,  and  therefore  issued  a 
^"^^^•^^^iamufl.    That  determined  no  more  than  that  a  party 
*°*U    be  heard  at  the  sessions;  if  he  has  been  heard, 
the  Court  will  not  interfere.     The  Court  is  not  asked 
neire    to  review  the  decision  of  the  sessions  in  the  case 
•*  *^^ving  been  heard,  but  where  a  hearing  has  been  re- 
™®^<i  ;  80  that  a  mandamus  is  requisite  to  insure  justice 
between  the  parties.      The   question,  therefore,  turns 
^^    tile  sufficiency  of  the  grounds  of  appeal.     The  ap- 
P^Uaxits  relied  on  a  settlement  in  a  third  parish,  which 
*  ^'^iB  objected  they  could  not  go  into,  as  the  particular 
^^^^^  in  which  the  service  took  place  was  not  stated ; 

^^  ^^ssions  so  held,  and  refused  to  go  into  the  case  at 

all  . 

-A  mandamus  is  not  to  be  refused  because  that  point 

^  ^^rgued;  the  merits  were  not  heard.    Regina  v.  TTie 

*^«i  of  Carnarvonshire  (c)  is  precisely  in  point ;  there 

^  ^Xiestion  was  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  grounds  of  ap- 

1?^^  «I8  to  dates,  and  the  sessions  having  confirmed  the 

^^^  10  A.  &  E.  682.         {b)  2  Q.  B.  R.  548.  (c)  Id.  325. 
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ia44.        order  of  removal,  without  heariog  the  ai^Uanta, 
Court  issued  a  mandamus  commanding  them  to  h 

Thb  Queen     rni  •  /»  i 

V,  That  case  is  confirmed  by  Regina  v.  The  Jiuiices  of 

KxsTEVBN.     We$t  Riding  (a),  where  the  sessions  refused  to  hear  e 


dence  in  support  of  the  order  of  removal,  and  a  man< 
mus  was  granted     In  Rex  v.  The  JusticeM  of  Derh^ 
shire  {b)y   the   question  was   discussed   in   this 
whether  the  sessions  were  right  or  wrong  in  rejecting" 
statement  of  grounds  for  insufficiency  in  dates  and  nRny='^ 
winch  it  would  have  been  idle  to  discuss  if  the  jut 
ment  of  the  sessions  is  conclusive. 
As  to  the  second  point — 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — You  cannot  alter  the  questi^ 
by  argument  upon  the  nature  of  the  grounds  of  apj 
In  this  case  there  is  one  thing  satisfactory :  it  must 
be  taken  to  be  universally  known,  that  this  Court 
not  decide  a  question  merely  for  the  purpose  of  putti*^^ 
an  inferior  court  in  motion,  with  a  view  to  its  ent&n^^fS 
upon  a  particular  trial :  we  will  give  an  opinion  upois>  * 
point  of  law,  if  the  decision  of  the  inferior  court  sh**-^ 
render  it  necessary,  but,  if  they  ask  us  merely  whctfc^^ 
they  are  to  go  forward  or  not,  we  will  not  teU  the^*** 
merely  to  create  new  expense  and  new  litigation. 

This  is,  therefore,  satisfactory;  the  other  is  amattef  ^^* 
not  quite  unmixed  satisfaction,  for  we  feel  ourselv^'* 
bound  to  overrule  two  cases,  in  one  or  other  of  whi^cjS** 
I  believe,  all  tliis  Court  concurred.  The  decision  ^^ 
the  case  of  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Carnarvonshire  C^^ 
was  clearly  wrong;  and,  if  any  distinction  can  be  m^^^ 
as  to  degrees  in  wrong,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  da<5^^ 
sion  in  Regiria  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (^^ 
was  still  more  wrong.     It  may  be,  that  we  were  misl^^ 


(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  331.  (c)  2  Q.  B.  R.  325. 

(6)  6A.  &E.885.  (d)  Id.  331. 
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lething  in  those  cases;  but  we  took  upon  ourselves        1944. 
that  the  sessions  had  not  only  introduced  an  un-    _^*!r^ 

''  Thb  Queen 

ible  rule  of  practice,  but  had  done  wrong  on  a  v. 

#»       •  J  xi_   X  •      X     xi_  x«  The  Jnstiocf  of 

3f  evidence;  that  was,  in  truth,  granting  a  new     kesteven. 

3on  the  evidence  in  each  case.     It  is  stated  in  the 

!iat  this  Court  will  set  the  sessions  right  upon  a 

inary  objection ;  and  so  we  will,  if  that  objection 

ly  on  a  preliminary  point  of  law,  as  on  a  question 

jr  a  rule  of  practice,  consistent  with  law,  is  or  is 

Ablished,  and,  consequently,  whether  jurisdiction 

8  not  improperly  declined ;  but  if,  in  the  case  of 

ninary  objection,  the  sessions  decide  on  a  matter  of 

e  are  bound  by  what  they  have  decided.    I  adhere 

t  was  said  by  my  Brother  Coleridge  and  the  rest  of 

)urt  in  Regina  v.  Bridgewater  (a),  that  the  suffi- 

of  grounds  of  appeal  in  matters  of  fact  is  a  ques- 

itirely  for  the  sessions.     There  may  be  sufficiency 

dency  in  those  grounds  from  a  variety  of  circum- 

5,  of  which  the  court  below  must  be  the  best 

,    This  is  not  the  first  time  of  our  saying  this.    I 

see  laid  down  the  same  rule  in  last  term,  or  the 

before.     An  attempt  was  made  then  to  distin- 

the  case  of  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Camarvonr 

h)y  which  is  not  done  here :  the  other  clearly  can- 

maintiuned;  and  we  are,  therefore,  called  upon  to 

3  or  no,  whether  we  were  right  or  wrong  in  those 

ind  that,  being  convinced  we  were  wrong,  we  are 

to  say  so. 

TESON,  J. — If  a  question  of  this  kind  be  raised  at 
9,  and  any  doubt  exists  whether  the  appeal  ought 
m,  it  ought  to  be  heard,  and  the  sessions  should 
ine  the  same,  subject  to  a  case  on  the  point  of  law. 
it  will  now  be  distinctly  understood  that  that  is 

10  A.  &  E.  6a3.  (Jb)  2  a  B.  R.  325. 
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1844.        the  proper  course  to  be  adopted,  and  that  the  sessions  ^ 

„      ^  not  refrain  from  hearinf]^  the  case  because  they  are  r 

Thb  Quebn         ,  ,  ,*=*  ■'^ 

V,  satisfied  as  to  its  sufficiency.     Let  dicm  determine  tl 

Kbstbvbn.     finally,  if  they  have  no  doubt;  but  if  they  have,  befc 
granting  a  case,  let  them  hear  it  throughout. 

As  to  whether  Mr.  Whitehurst  was  entitled  to  say 
case  has  been  taken  up  ])y  him,  perhaps  there  nmy 
some  doubt,  whether,  when  a  case  is  so  granted,  t 
party  asking  for  it  ought  not  to  remonstrate  with  t 
sessions,  and  say  he  declines  to  take  a  case  in  such  a  fon 
and  then,  if  they  refused  to  grant  wliat  he  asked, 
might  be  entitled  to  come  to  this  Court  for  a  mandami 
It  may  be,  that,  in  this  instance,  the  persons  who  cc 
ducted  the  case  at  the  sessions  did  not  know  the  vi< 
taken  by  this  Court  as  to  the  mode  in  which  cases  oug 
to  be  stated;  but  I  should  think  that  is  now  tliorougl 
understood. 

I  was  not  present  at  the  decision  of  Regma  v.  2 
Justices  of  Carnarvoiishire  (a),  but  I  was  at  tliat  of  1 
gina  v.  The  Justices  of  the  fVest  Riding  (ft),  which 
worse.  It  is  better  that  in  future  the  direction  shoi 
be  fully  understood  and  followed,  that  when  the  qu< 
tion  is,  whether  sufficient  information  has  been  given 
enable  the  appellants  to  go  into  their  case,  that  quest! 
is  for  the  sessions,  and,  under  such  circumstances 
these,  they  ought  to  hear  the  whole  of  the  matter,  a 
determine  upon  it 

Williams,  J. — One  reason  for  the  decision  in  Regi 
V.  The  Justices  of  Carnarvonshire  (a)  was  the  misapp 
cation  of  the  term  "  preliminary  i)oint,"  upon  which  t 
sessions  refused  to  hear;  and,  supposing  a  party  had  i 
been  allowed  to  enter  into  his  case  at  all,  and  some  fi 
ciful  reason  had  existed  for  not  hearing,  that  might 

(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  325.  (b)  Id.  331. 


The  Quekn 

V. 
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grouTid  for  application  to  this  Court.     But  is  that  the        1944. 

case  here  ?     It  is  impossible  to  say,  even  as  Mr.  Halite- 

hurst  himself  puts  it,  that  this  case  was  not  heard  by  the 

sessions.    If  it  had  not  been,  he  might  have  had  reason  for  "^/ste^^^ 

being  discontented;  but  I  think,  that,  the  case  having 

come  on,  the  point  being  for  their  decision,  and  they  de- 

termirung  it,  the  decision  of  the  appeal  has  in  this  instance 

taken  place. 

^V^iOHTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  was  a 
pwrty  to  one,  though  not  both,  of  the  decisions  in  ques- 
tion. Both  proceeded  on  an  erroneous  view  of  what  was 
^ht  -with  regard  to  disposing  of  a  preliminary  objection. 
That  is  in  strictness  a  preliminary  objection,  where  it 
depends  on  the  validity  of  any  rule  of  practice.  If  this 
^^  been  a  mere  matter  of  practice,  it  might  have  been 
^ell.  But  in  this  case  the  sessions  did  more,  they  de- 
<^de<J    on  a  matter  of  fact,  and  one  which  touched  the 

nierits  of  the  case. 

Kule  discharged  (a). 

V**)    The  following  case  was  decided  in  this  term  : — 

The  Queen  r.  The  Justices  of  Cornwall.  May  Sth, 

^  ^^18  case  Greenwood  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  (Jan.  16tb,  1844),  Where  grounds 

,     lin^  QH  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  ^'  *PP«*1 

^^^>  commanding  them  to  enter  continuances,  and  hear  an  appeal  ^^f  Qf  removal 

r7^*^^t  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the  removal  of  Richard  Gray  and  set  up  a  setUe- 

;      ^^niily  from  the  parish  of  Redruth  to  the  parish  of  Kenwyn,  both  ^^^^^^  ^^^^ 
IQ  ti^^  i.r^  1,  parish  by  ap- 

^^  county  of  Cornwall.  prcnticeship, 

1        ^Q  appellants,  in  their  grounds  of  appeal,  relied  on  a  settlement  but  gave  no 

/^  Apprenticeship  in  a  third  parish,  subsequent  to  that  set  out  in  the  ^*^  ^^^^ , . 
exa.jvk"        .  fTw      1         i.   1     .    1  ^      ,      apprenticeship, 

^      **i»iation8.    The  date  of  the  mdenture  was  not  given.     On  the  and  the  ses- 

of  the  appeal,  the  respondents  contended  that  the  appellants  sions,  therefore, 
-.    ^    not  g^ve  evidence  to  prove  their  case,  because  their  grounds      S  .  *?*  ^^\ 
1  «    ^t^eal  were  insufficient,  for  not  giving  the  date  of  the  apprentice-  confirmed  the 

^*      The  sessions  were  of  that  opinion,  and  confirmed  the  order.       order,  this 

Court  refused 


^_  Smith  now  shewed  cause.— iJ^^rina  v.  The  Justices  of  Kest-  to  interfere,  on 

^'*    settles  this  point.     The  sessions  have  held  that  the  grounds   ^y^Q  fcssiona 


were  the  proper 
judges  whether  the  date  was  necessary. 
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1844.  ^^  appeal  are  not  sufficiently  particular,  and  they  are  the 

^      V     "^       judges  of  that  question.    The  Court  here  called  on 

The  Queen 

t;.  Greenwood,  contr^ — ^The  argument  of  the  respondents 

The  Justices  of   that  every  indenture  of  apprenticesliip  has  a  date. 
CourwAU.. 

Lord  DsNHAMf  C.  J. — No;  it  only  assumes  that  the  date  was  ni 

cessary  in  this  case,  of  which  the  sessions  were  the  proper  judges. 

Per  Curiam  (a). — 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs  to  the  justices  only. 

(a)  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  Patteson,  HlUiams,  and  Wightmam,  Js. 


April  26th.  Ward  v.  Stevenson  and  Another. 

A  local  act,  JL  HIS  wai9  an  action  of  trespass  for  taking  the  good^^ 

64, 8. 75,  pro.  ofthe  plaintiff.     The  defendants  were  justices  of  th^ 

^i^g^for^'e  P^^  ^^^  *®  *^^  ^^  Cambridge,  and  the  plaintiff  wa^ 

of  certain  goods  convictcd  on  the  3rd  day  of  January,  1843,  in  the  pe — ' 

on  the  footway  .,             nit            /<%» 

of  a  street,  un-  nalty  01  20«.,  under  the  provisions  of  a  local  act,  (34 

of^io/rand  by  ^^^*  ^>  ^  1^)>  ft>r  placing  and  exposing  for  sale  cer- 

sect.  90,  the  tain  ropcs  and  sacks  on  the  footway  of  a  certain  street 

justices  have  '■    ^                                                    ^                  ^ 

a  summary  jn-  and  public  passage  of  the  town  of  Cambridge.     The 

enforce  thepay-  plaintiff  refused  to  pay  the  penalty,  and  on  the  17th  of 

r^d^^'^BT  J^'^^^^^    1843,  a  distress-warrant  issued    under  the 

a  subsequent  hands  and  scals  of  the  defendants,  and  a  fishinir-net  be- 

act,  34  Geo.  3,  .                              ,     .                    .                               ^ 

c  104,  intituled  longing  to  the  plaintiff  was  seized.     The  question  foft 

amend  and  en-  ^^^  Opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether  the  defendants 

large^eform-  ^g^.^  authorised  to  issue  a  warrant  of  distress  and  sale 

er  act,"  the  sec- 
tion in  the  first  for  the  purpose  of  requiring  payment  of  the  said  sum 

offence  is  re-  of  20^.     If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opi^ion  in  the  n^a- 

cnarted*!with "  *^^^>  *^^"  *^^  defendants  agree  that  a  judgment  for  the 

this  difference, 
that  the  penalty 

is  made  20«.  instead  of  10#.  There  was  no  clause  in  the  last  act  as  to  the  mode  in  whidi  the 
penalty  diould  be  enforced : — Held,  that,  as  the  first  act  was  repealed  by  the  second,  the 
justices,  having  granted  a  distress-warrant  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  payment  of  a  pe- 
nalty imposed  oy  this  latter  act,  were  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass. 
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suzKi.  of  40«.  and  full  coete,  as  between  party  and  party^  1844. 
be  entered  against  them^  by  confession,  immedi- 
after  the  decision  of  this  case,  or  otherwise  as  the" 
Comrt  may  think  fit ;  but  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  opi- 
in  the  affirmative,  then  the  plaintiff  agrees  that  a 
may  be  entered  against  him  of  nolle  prosequi 
ediately  after  the  decision  of  this  case,  or  otherwise 
IS  "the  Court  may  think  fit. 

'J-'lie  28  Geo.  3,  c.  64,  being  an  act  for  the  better 
pckving,  cleansing,  and  lighting  the  town  of  Cambridge, 
for    removing  and  preventing  obstructions  and  annoy- 
mcee,  and  for  widening  the  streets,  lanes,  and  other  pas- 
sages within  the  s^d  town,  enacts,  in  the  75th  section, 
"  That,  if  any  person  or  persons  shall  set,  place,  or  ex- 
Vose  to  sale,  or  cause,  permit,  or  suffer  to  be  set,  placed, 
^^  exposed  to  sale,  any  goods,  chattels,  wares,  or  mer- 
^^^^^iidises  whatsoever  on  the  foot  or  carriage  way  of  any 
street,  lane,  or  public  passage  in  the  said  town,  (except 
***o  Belling  of  butter,  fowls,  cheese,  eggs,  com,  and  other 
^'istomary  articles  and  things,  as  heretofore  usual  on 
°^*rfcet-days),  or  hang  up  or  expose  any  goods,  wares, 
"^erelandises,  or  any  other  matter  or  thing,  upon  any 
^H^^'window,  or  otherwise,  so  as  to  obstruct  or  incom- 
°^^^e  the  passage  of  the  foot  or  carriage  way  of  any 
^^^^^t,  lane,  or  public  way  in  the  said  town ;  every  per- 
^'^^    ao  offending  in  either  of  the  said  cases  shall  for 
^^*^  such  ofifence  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  ten  shillings 
^y^^  and  above  such  penalties  as  are  inflicted  on  any  or 
^^l^er  of  the  said  offences  by  any  law  or  statute  now  in 

Section  90  enacts,  ^^  That  all  penalties  and  forfeitures 
^y  this  act  imposed,  the  manner  of  levying  and  reco- 
^^ng  whereof  is  not  hereby  otherwise  particulariy  di- 
^^^ected,  shall  be  levied  and  recovered  by  distress  and 
8ale  of  the  offender's  goods  and  chattels,  by  warrant  un- 
der the  hand  and  seal  of  any  one  justice  of  the  peace  for 
the  said  town  of  Cambridge,  which  warrant  such  justice 


164  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1844.         is  hereby  empowered  to  grant  upon  the  confession  of  thi 
^     "^     ^       party  or  parties,  or  upon  the  information  of  any  one  o 
V,  more  credible  witness  or  witnesses  upon  oath,  which  oati 

KVENsoN.  ^^^j^  justice  is  hereby  empowered  to  administer;  and  tb 
penalties  and  forfeitures,  when  recovered,  shall  be  pai 
to  the  treasurer,  or  such  other  person  as  the  sud  com 
missioners,  at  any  meeting,  shall  appoint  for  that  pui 
pose,  and  be  applied  towards  the  purposes  of  this  act 
and  in  case  sufficient  distress  shall  not  be  foimd,  or  sue 
penalties  or  forfeitures  shall  not  be  paid  forthwith,  i 
shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  such  justice,  and  b 
is  hereby  authorised  and  required,  by  warrant  under  hi 
hand  and  seal,  to  cause  the  offender  or  offenders  to  fa 
committed  to  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correctior 
there  to  remidn,  without  bail  or  mainprise,  for  any  tim 
not  exceeding  three  calendar  months,  nor  less  than  fbui 
teen  days,  unless  such  penalties  and  forfeitures  and  all  res 
sonable  charges  shall  be  sooner  fully  psud  and  satisfied.' 
The  34  Geo.  3,  c  104,  was  passed  to  amend  and  en 
large  the  powers  of  the  former  act.  Section  23  (afte 
reciting  and  repealing  the  75th  section  of  the  former  sta 
tute)  enacts,  "That,  if  any  person  or  persons  shall  sel 
place,  or  expose  to  sale,  or  cause,  permit,  or  suffer  to  b 
set,  placed,  or  exposed  to  sale,  any  goods,  chattels,  waref 
or  merchandises  whatsoever  on  the  foot  or  carriage  way  o 
any  street,  lane,  or  pubhc  passage  in  the  said  town  (excep 
the  selling  of  butter,  fowls,  cheese,  eggs,  and  other  cus 
tomary  articles  and  things  as  heretofore  usual  on  marke 
days),  or  hang  up  or  expose  any  goods,  wares,  or  met 
chandises,  or  any  other  matter  or  thing,  so  as  to  projec 
beyond  the  line  of  their  windows,  every  person  so  offend 
ing  in  either  of  the  said  cases  shall  for  every  sue 
offence  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  twenty  shillings  ove 
and  above  such  penalties  as  are  inflicted  on  any  or  eithe 
of  the  said  offences  by  any  law  or  statute  now  in  being.' 

Kelly  and  Gunning^  for  the  plaintiff. — The  convictio 
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w^&s    made  under  the  23rd  section  of  the  34  Geo.  3,  c.         1844. 
104:.     The  28  Geo.  3,  c.  64,  s.  75,  subjects  the  person        ward 

wlio   exposes  c^oods  for  sale  on  the  footway  to  a  penalty  f  • 

Stevbnsox. 
of  X  Gs.y  and  in  case  of  non-payment  justices  have  power, 

by     section  90,  to  issue  a  distress -warrant.      Section 
23  of  34  Geo.  3  repeals  the  75th  section  of  the  former 
act,  "but  re-enacts  it  with  this  difference,  that  the  pe- 
nalty for  exposing  goods  on  the  footway  is  made  20s. 
instead  of  10*. ;  and  unless  the  90th  section  of  the  former 
8tat\ite  can  be  made  applicable  to  the  23rd  section  of 
the   latter  statute,  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  the 
judgment  of  the  Court.     This  is  a  casus  omissus.     The 
20th  section  of  the  latter  statute,  with  respect  to  sweep- 
^^S    footways,  repeals  a  similar  clause  in  the  former 
®tet:nte,  and  then  goes  on  to  provide,  that,  for  any  such 
^^Sl^ct,  the  sum  of  5s.  shall  be  paid,  to  be  recovered 
^y  distress  and  sale  of  goods,  and  applied  in  the  man- 
.^^^  <3irected  by  the  former  act     Again,  the  2l8t  sec-  ' 

"OH  repeab  the  former  act  as  to  the  offence  of  break- 
^^%  lamps,  and  provides,  that  the  same  methods  shall  be 
pursued  for  recovering  and  levying  the  penalties  given  by 
^^    latter  act  as  are  prescribed  by  the  former  act.     In 
^**^s^  two  last-mentioned   sections   the   legislature  has 
S^^^n  a  specific  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  the  penalties; 
**^d»  inasmuch  as  a  similar  provision  is  omitted  in  the 
^^^  section,  the  conclusion  is,  that  it  was  done  advisedly : 
'^***«er  V.  Newman  (a).     The  Court  cannot  speculate  as 
^  'W'hat  the  legislature  intended.    In  Janes  v.  Smart  {b), 
*^^fery  J.,  says,  "  We  are  bound  to  take  an  act  of  Par- 
^^^'^ent  as  the  legislature  has  made  it :  a  casus  omissus 
^^'^   in  no  case  be  supplied  by  a  court  of  law,  for  that 
'would  be  to  make  laws.**    Where  one  statute  repeals 
mother,  the  general  rule  is,  that  the  repealed  statute 
tttUat  be  taken  as  if  it  never  existed :  Bex  v.  Terret  (c), 

(a)  6  BiDg.  556.  (b)  1  T.  R.  52.  (c)  2  T.  R.  735. 


Ward 


Stbvinson. 
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1844.         ^oy  T.  Goodwin  (a),  Surtees  t,  Ellison  {b).     If  the  & 
statute  is  totally  repealed  as  regards  this  offence,  thent 
IP.  latter  statute  stands  alone^  and  that  statute  gives  no  i 

medy  by  distress  and  sale.  This  is  not  a  case  wfa« 
there  is  no  other  remedy;  for,  if  the  exposing  of  goc 
on  the  footway  be  prohibited,  the  offender  may  be  i 
dieted,  or  be  sued  in  debt  for  the  penalty  by  the  tn 
surer  appointed  under  the  act.  It  is  laid  down  in  Dwi 
ris  on  Statutes  (c) :  ^^  If  a  penalty  be  given  by  a  stata 
but  no  action  for  the  recovery  thereof  be  given,  an  t 
tion  of  debt  will  lie  for  the  penalty." 

Erie  and  Cowling^  for  the  defendants. — The  preaml 
of  the  34  Geo.  3,  c  104,  shews  that  the  object  is  to  ame 
and  enlarge  the  provisions  of  the  earlier  statute,  28  Gh 
3,  c.  64,  not  to  repeal  it  The  nuisance  is  the  same 
both  cases;  the  only  difference  is,  that  a  penalty  of  20f. 
given  instead  of  lO^.  The  intent  of  the  legislature  ^ 
only  to  alter  the  penalty;  the  offence  was  to  remain  t 
same,  and  the  mode  of  enforcing  it  was  to  continue  t 
same.  As  to  the  2 1  st  and  22nd  sections,  relative  to  swee 
ing  the  footways  and  breaking  lamps,  the  legislature  h 
not  only  re-enacted  the  clauses  of  the  former  statute,  b 
has  made  an  alteration  in  the  appropriation  of  the  penall 
part  being  given  to  the  informer,  and  part  to  the  tn 
surer.  Unless  the  justices  have  the  power  which  tb 
claim,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  other  remed 
In  Rex  V.  Malland  {d)  it  was  held,  that,  where  there 
no  appropriation  of  a  statute  penalty,  it  is  a  debt  to  t 
Crown,  and  suable  for  in  a  court  of  revenue,  and  that 
indictment  lies.  The  case  of  the  Attorney-General 
Saggers  and  Wife  {e)  is  analogous  in  principle.  It  w 
there  held,  that  the  9  Anne,  ell,  imposing  penalties  ' 

(a)  6  Bing.  576.  ((/)  Stra.  828. 

(6)  9  B.  &  C.  750.  {e)  1  Price,  182. 

(c)  Vol.  2,  p.  677. 
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the  importation  of  foreign  goods,  is  prospective  in  con- 
gtniction  and  operation,  and  extends  to  all  such  goods  as 
UAj  be  prohibited  subsequentiy  to  that  statute. 

Gvnninff,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — We  cannot  possibly  hold  that 
this  person  was  liable  to  distress  for  this  penalty,  with- 
out patting  ourselves  in  the  place  of  the  legislature,  and 
saying,  that  the  75th  section  of  the  former  act,  though 
repealed,  is  still  in  force. 

Patteson,  Williams,  and  Wiohtman,  Js.,  con- 

coTPed. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiiF. 


Ward 

V. 

Stevenson. 


u 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Catteral.  j^  27th. 

PON  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  The  examina- 
«»uity  of  Lancaster,  dated  27th  May,  1843,  for  tiie  tZiS'^d^ 
'^^OHival  of  William  Nuttall  and  Mary  Ann,  his  child,  ^IT^'^^'^J^J^ 

P  ,  .  follow:— "The 

^tn  the  township  of  Catteral  to  the  township  of  Dut-  pauper  came 
^  both  in  the  said  county,  the  sessions  quashed  the  father  as  a  fum 
^eir  of  removal,  subject  to  tiie  opinion  of  tiiis  Court  on  J^o7^^  ^J 

A  GHq^  any  particular 

T^\ie  material  part  of  the  examinations  was  as  fol-  father  found 

loi^^  ,  him  board, 

*  washing,  lodg- 

MTilliam  Bourn  said,  "  I  am  a  farmer  in  the  township  i°K'  «nd  clothes 

ftfT^V!  •  •  forsolonga 

^^  '■-Klworth,  in  this  county,  and  reside  at  a  farm  called  time  as  he 
W'ritten  Stone.'    I  was  married  in  December,  1833.  tinucdinmy 
^^ved  at  home  with  my  father  for  about  a  year  and  a  [^^J^at'mi^', 

without  leav- 
?€*  J^  two  years,  daring  all  which  time  he  lived  'and  slept  at  my  father's  house :'' — Held, 
^*^"™cieiit,  It  no  hiring  was  stated  in,  or  ooold  be  inferred  from,  the  examinations. 
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184*1.         half  after  my  marriage^  when  I  went  to  live  at  the  fan 
„     ^  I  now  reside  at.     My  father's  name   is  also  Williai 

The  Queen  ,  "^  , 

V.  Bourn,  and  he  lives  at  a  farm  in  Dutton,  in  this  county 

Catteral.  called  *  Gudgeons,'  wliich  he  has  lived  upon  for  u] 
wards  of  thirty  years.  Better  than  two  years  befoi 
I  was  married,  the  pauper,  William  Nuttall,  eame  1 
live  with  my  father  as  a  farm  servant ;  he  was  not  ei 
gaged  for  any  particular,  time,  but  my  father  found  hi: 
board,  washing,  lodging,  and  clothes  for  so  long  a  tine 
as  he  staid.  He  continued  in  my  flither's  service,  £ 
that  manner,  without  leaving,  from  the  two  years  befo" 
I  was  married  until  after  I  left  home  to  live  at  Writt« 
Stone  Farm,  during  all  which  time  he  lived  and  sle^ 
at  my  father's  farm  in  Dutton,  and  was  a  bachelc 
There  never  was  any  other  agreement  come  to  whilst* 
lived  at  home;  but  my  father  found  him  with  boar- 
washing,  clothing,  and  lodgings  during  the  said  serxdce 

William  Nuttall,  the  pauper,  said,  "  Better  than  tm 
years  before  the  witness,  W.  I^ourn,  \<ras  married,  I  wci 
to  his  father's,  W.  Bourn,  of  Dutton,  farmer,  as  a  far: 
servant.  There  was  no  agreement  made  as  to  the  lengi 
of  my  ser\'ice,  but  I  was  found  with  board,  lodging 
clothing,  and  washing  whilst  I  staid.  I  continued  i 
the  service  from  the  time  I  went  until  the  witness,  yi 
Bourn,  left  home  to  live  at  Written  Stone  Farm,  bein 
altogether  upwards  of  three  years  and  a  half,  during  a. 
which  time  my  said  master  found  me  board,  lodging 
clothing,  and  washing,  and  I  slept  at  his  farm,  and  wfl 
a  bachelor  during  such  my  servitude.  I  was  lawfully 
married,  about  eighteen  months  ago,  to  Beti^y,  my  lat 
wife,  and  I  have  one  child,  our  lawful  issue."   . 

The  following  were  the  grounds  of  appeal,  duly  scrva 
by  the  appellants  on  the  respondents : — 

"  That  the  examinations  on  which  the  said  order  o 
removal  was  made  were  not  and  are  not  in  law  suffici 
ent  to  justify  the  making  of  the  said  order. 
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That  the  examinations  arc  bad  upon  the  face  of  them,        1 844. 

do  not  state  the  necessary  facts,  from  which  it  can    ^     ^ 

;  '  ...  The  Queen 

or    xxiay  or  ought  to  be  implied  that  the  said  William  y. 

Nixttall  did  gain  a  settlement  by  hiring  and  service,  as  in     cattbral. 
tlie    said  examinations  pretended. 

**  That  there  was  not,  in  fact,  any  such  hiring  and  ser- 
as  in  the  examinations  pretended." 
t  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  the  respondents  offered 
to  j>Toduce  evidence  in  support  of  their  order,  but  the 
api>^llant8  objected  that  the  examinations  were  insuffi- 
cieiit;j  80  that  the  order  was  incapable  of  being  supported 
^y  any  evidence.  The  sessions,  after  argument,  and 
'^'^thout  hearing  the  evidence  offered,  set  aside  the  order 
^*  removal  for  the  insufficiency  of  the  examinations,  sub- 
ject to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  as  to  the  sufficiency  of 
^^  examinations,  as  above  set  forth. 

If*  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  objections 

•n  by  the  grounds  of  appeal,  or  any  or  either  of  them, 

^^ght  to  have  prevailed,  then  the  order  of  sessions  set- 

^^S  aside  the  order  of  removal  is  to  be  confirmed.     If 

*^  Court  should  be  of  the  contrary  opinion,  then  the 

hitler  of  sessions  is  to  be  quashed,  and  the  order  of  re- 

"^oval  confirmed. 

^hiffhamy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — The 
^^^'Jainations  contain  no  evidence  of  any  hiring.     Rex 

•  ^^incaunion  (a),  and  that  class  of  cases,  shew  that 
^*^er6  there  has  been  a  hiring,  though  indefinite  as  to 
^^^,  a  hiring  for  a  year  may  be  presumed;  but  this  case 
^  a  mere  going  to  live  from  day  to  day  with  the  mas- 
^^>  as  in  Rex  v.  Christ's  Parish^  York  (b),  where  the  pau- 
P^**  ivas  to  have  his  meat  and  clothes  as  long  as  he  stayed, 

^t  ^ag  at  liberty  to  quit  at  any  moment;  which  rebutted 
^^  general  presumption  of  a  hiring  for  a  year,  arising 

(a)  Burr.  S.  C.  299.  {h)  8  B.  &  C.  459. 

"^OL,  I.  N  N.  8.  C. 
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1844.        fi^™  the  general  hiring.     In  Rex  v.  Lyth  (a)  it  waa  h^l^ 
^    ^  that  a  presumption  In  favour  of  a  yearly  hiring  might 

V.  made  from  the  fact  of  the  continuance  of  the  pauper 

Inhabitants  of     «  •  tt  i  i  •  * 

Cattbkal.     the  service.     Mere,  however,  no  such  presumptioiB.         ib 
admissible,  for  we  have  the  terms  of  the  agreement  i 
and,  although  it  is  not  expressly  stated,  it  is  evid 
that  Nuttal   might  have   quitted  the   service   at 
moment ;  consequently  there  was  no  contract  of  hi 
for  a  year. 

The  Court  called  upon 


Patteson,  J. — The  proper  construction  of  this 
ment,  as  stated,  is,  that  it  was  no  contract  of  hiring  at 

Williams  and  Wightman,  Js.,  concurred. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 

(a)  5  T.  R.  327.  (c)  7  B.  &  C.  249. 

(b)  Burr.  S.  C.  759.  (d)  8  B.  &  C.  679. 


JBS 


Cowlinff,  contrtL — The  examination  states,  that  th 
was  no  other  agreement  than  for  board,  washing, 
That  implies  that  there  was  some  agreement.     T)m.^^^^ 
have  been  many  decisions  upon  cases  in  husbandry,  wh.-^  ^^® 
the  fact  of  hiring  has  been  concluded  from  the  length    ^^^^ 
service:  Rex  v.  Stockbridge  {b).    And  Rex  v.  Great 
den  (c)  and  Rex  v.  St.  Andrew^  Pershore  (rf),  shew, 
a  general  indefinite  hiring  is  a  hiring  for  a  year,  unl 
attended  with  circumstances  which  shew  an  intention, 
the  contrary.    It  appears  by  the  examinations,  that  th 
was  some  agreement,  and,  therefore,  though  the  evidec* 
may  be  weak,  there  is  some  on  which  the  sessions  shoi-^--^ 
have  acted. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — There  is  no  statement  hc^ 
that  the  pauper  was  hired,  or  contracted  or  agreed 
stay  with  his  master.     It  is  a  very  different  thing  to 
fer  a  hiring  for  a  year  from  a  general  hiring,  and 
infer  a  hiring  from  the  fact  of  finding  food  and 


-0 
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1844. 

In  the  Matter  of  Tordoft.  April  29th. 

the  earlier  part  of  this  term.  Bodkin  moved  for  and  where  a  war- 
uned  writs  of  ^habeas  corpus,  with  cause,  &c,  in  this  ^^^  ^dw^ ' 

the  two  following  cases,  severally  directed  to  the  ^^^*  ^  ^^k^* 
son  or  persons  having  the  custody  of  the  prisoners  not  recite  any 
M3ctively,  and  commanding  them  to  bring  the  body  ^here  no  con- 
he  party  before  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  ^^^^1^^^/^^^ 
Kdi  at  Westminster,  immediately  after  the  receipt  of  appear  in  the 

/.  1  .     1    •         commitment 

'vmt,  together  with  the  day  and  cause  of  his  being  that  the  magis- 
Uned,  to  undergo  &c  T^'Z 

C'lic  keeper  of  tlic  house  of  correction  at  Wakefield  ceasary  tomakc 

*  ^  ^  the  conviction 

i-Tned,  that  the  prisoner  Isaac  Tordoft  was  committed  lawful. 

Therefore   a 

iiid  detained  in  his  custody  by  virtue  of  the  following  warrant  of  com- 

•,^-,x  . mitment  was 

*^"^  •  held  bad,  where 

S^est  Riding  of  Yorkshire. — To  Georffc  Kershaw,  itdid not  dearly 

-  ,        *  ,    ,  appear  on  the 

he  constable  of  Bamsley,  in  the  West  Riding  of  the  face  of  it  that 
lOunty  of  York,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  house  of  cor-  ;„  support  of 
ection  at  Wakefield,  in  the  said  West  Riding  of  the  *«  charge  had 

'  o  been  exammed 

Ounty  of  York.  in  the  prisoner's 

^  "Whereas  information  and  complaint  hath  been  made 
ore  me,  William  Bennett  Martin,  Esq.,  one  of  her 
jesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  West 
ling  of  the  county  of  York,  by  Andrew  Faulds,  of 
>iT8brough,  in  the  said  West  Riding,  colliery  proprie- 
upon  the  oath  of  the  said  A.  Faulds,  against  Isaac 
cxioft,  late  of  Stainbrough,  in  the  said  riding,  col- 
>  for  that  he,  the  said  I.  Tordoft,  having  contracted 
*^  the  said  A.  Faulds  and  others,  his  imrtners  in 
i^  as  colliery  proprietors,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  Januarj'^, 
^2,  in  the  riding  aforesaid,  to  ser\'e  them,  tlie  said 
i'aulds  and  others,  in  the  said  capacity  and  employ- 
^t  of  a  collier,  in  the  said  riding,  from  thence 
til  the  end  of  one  month  after  he  should  have  given 
^r  received  from  his  said  masters  notice  to  quit  and 

n2 
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1844.  leave  his  said  masters'  service ;  and  that  the  s^d  I.  To: 
doft,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  contract,  entered  into  tl 
To&DOFT.  service  of  the  said  A.  Faulds  and  others  accordingl; 
and  that  afterwards  he  did  imlawfully  absent  himsc 
from  his  said  se)*vice,  without  his  said  masters'  consen 
in  the  riding  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  23rd,  24th,  26t] 
and  27th  days  of  February  last  past  respectively,  befoi 
the  time  of  his  said  contract  was  completed,  to  wit,  aft 
the  commencement  of  the  said  contract,  and  before  tl 
end  of  one  month  afler  he  had  given  to  or  received  froi 
his  said  masters  notice  to  quit  and  leave  his  said  mastei 
service,  and  hath  from  thence  hitherto  neglected  to  fuL 
his  said  contract,  against  the  form  of  the  statutes  in  8U( 
case  made  and  provided ;  and  whereas  the  said  I.  To; 
dofl,  in  pursuance  of  my  warrant  for  that  purpose,  hat 
this  day  appeared  before  me  to  answer  the  said  con 
plaint,  but  hath  not  proved  that  he  is  not  guilty  of  tl 
said  complaint  and  charge ;  and  whereas,  in  pursuant 
of  the  statutes  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  I  hai 
duly  examined  the  proofs  and  allegations  upon  oath  « 
both  the  said  parties  touching  the  matter  of  the  sai 
complaint,  and,  upon  due  consideration  had  thereof^  hai 
adjudged  and  determined  the  said  complaint  to  be  tru 
and  that  he,  the  said  I.  Tordofl,  did  contract  with  tl 
said  A.  Faulds  and  others,  to  serve  them,  the  said  1 
Faulds  and  others,  as  aforesaid,  in  the  riding  aforesai 
and  did  aflcrwards  absent  himself  from  the  said  servi< 
before  the  term  of  his  said  contract  was  completed  i 
aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  several  days  aforesaid,  in  til 
year  aforesaid,  and  /  do  therefore  convict  the  said  IsaJ 
Tordofl  of  the  said  offence,  in  pursuance  of  the  statut 
in  that  case  made  and  provided. 

"These  are  therefore  to  command  you,  the  sa 
George  Kershaw,  forthwith  to  convey  the  said  Isaj 
Tordofl  to  the  said  house  of  correction  at  Wakefie 
aforesaid,  and  to  deliver  him  to  the  keeper  thereof,  t 
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getli^r  with  this  warrant;  and  I  do  hereby  command         ia44. 
you.    tJie  said  keeper  to  receive  the  said  Isaac  Tordoft      ^^     ""     ' 
into  ^our  custody  in  the  said  house  of  correction,  there      Tordoft. 
to  remain  and  be  held  to  hard  labour  for  the  space  of 
three  months  from  the  date  hereof,  and  for  your  so  doing 
this  sliall  be  your  sufficient  warrant.    And  whereas  it  has 
appeared  to  me,  upon  the  proofs  and  allegations  of  both 
the  s^d  parties,  upon  oath  as  aforesaid,  that  no  wages 
are  now  or  will  hereafter  become  due  to  the  said  I.  Tor- 
doft   from  the  said  A.  Faulds  and  others  during  the 
period  that  the  said  I.  Tordoft  will  be  confined  in  the 
8^d  house  of  correction  as  aforesaid,  I  have  adjudged 
^^^  determined  that  no  wages  are  now  or  will  hereafter 
*^®<^iiie  due  to  the  said  I.  Tordoft  from  the  sjdd  A. 
-■^^ulclfi  and  others  during  the  said  period  that  the  sjdd 
**  Tordoft  will  be  confined  in  the  said  house  of  correc- 
tion a^  aforesaid ;  and  I  have  not  made,  and  I  do  not  make 
*^y  order  to  abate  a  proportionable  part  of  his  wages  for 
^^^  during  such  period  as  he  shall  be  confined  in  the 
"OUse  of  correction  as  aforesaid. 

Criven  under  my  hand  and  seal,  at  the  Court-house  in 
^^^"^^^fiJey,  in  the  sjdd  West  Kiding  of  the  county  of  York, 
^^'^^Xili  6th,  A.  D.  1844. 

«  W.  B.  Martin  («)."    (l.  s.) 


tin,  Frxfy  and  Huddtestorij  for  the  prisoner  [h). — 

^*^^re  may  be  some  doubt  whether  the   certiorari  is 

^^^^u  away  in  this  case,  but  at  all  events  the  conviction 

^^'^Slit  have  been  brought  up  by  the  Crown;  as  it  is 

^^^>  and  as  this  is  the  only  return,  it  will  be  intended 

^*^t  this  instrument  is  at  once  the  commitment  and  con- 

^^^tion.      The  words  are  in  the  present  tense,  "  /  do 

(a)  Quoerey  whether  the  fact  gaoler  to  the  habeas  corpus.  (See 

tbat  the  party  signing  the  war-  In  re  Clarke,  2  Q,B.R.6\9,625). 

nmt  18  at  that  time  a  justice,  should  (b)  Before  Lord  DenmaUy  C.  J ., 

not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  war-  Patteson^  WiUianu,  and  Wight- 

nmt,  or  in  the  return  made  by  the  matif  Js. 
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1844.         c&nmct:^^  but  if  that  were  not  so,  the  objection  to  th 
^  warrant,  being  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  is  fatal :  Reffin 

ToBoorr.  y.  Chanel/  (a).  There  are  decisions  on  this  act  which  a] 
authorities  to  shew  that  the  commitment  was  intended  h 
the  act  to  operate  as  a  conviction ;  Johnson  v.  Reidffi),  1 
parte  Johnson  (c),  Regijia  v.  Lems(d);  and  where  the  Lk 
gislature  does  not  separate  the  conviction  and  commi 
ment,  this  Court  cannot  treat  them  as  separate  dooi 
ments:  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Staffordshire  (e).  There 
no  doubt  that  in  that  case  great  stress  is  hiid  upon  tl 
fact  of  the  certiorari  being  taken  away  by  the  statute 
but  that  is  not  material,  as  the  Court  will  interfere  ev< 
where  the  remedy  by  certiorari  is  not  taken  away:  j 
re  Peerkss  (/),  Kite  and  Iaui^s  cajse  (^),  Regina  v.  Cavi 
jiagh  (A),  and  Regina  v.  King  (i),  where  the  apporei 
discrepancies  in  former  cases  are  reconciled.  The  resii 
is,  that,  where  the  certiorari  is  not  taken  away,  this  Cou 
will  not  discharge  a  prisoner  out  of  custody  on  an  ol 
jection  which  appears  on  the  warrant  of  commitmei 
merely  as  such,  as  in  Rex  v.  Rogers (k) ;  but  where  the 
is  an  objection  on  the  face  of  the  warrant,  which  she^ 
that  there  was  want  of  jurisdiction,  as  that  the  offen* 
is  so  stated  aa  not  to  be  brought  within  the  parlicuL 
statute,  as  In  Rex  v.  Taylor  (J)^ — in  such  case  this  Cou 
will  interfere,  and  discharge  the  prisoner. 

The  objections  to  this  particular  warrant  are — 
1.  That  it  does  not  appear  that  the  complaint  w 
taken  by  the  magistrate  in  his  own  county.    The  wor 
in  the  beginning,  "  in  and  for  the  county  of  York,"  a 
merely  descriptive  of  the  magistrate,  and  the  venue 

{a)  6  Dowl.  281.  (y)  1  B.  &  C.  101. 

{b)  6  M.  &  W.  124.  (A)  1  Dowl.,  N.  S.,  546. 

(c)  7  Dowl.  702.  (i)  1 3  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  M.C.,  i 

{d)  13  Law  J.,N.S.,  M.C.,46.  (k)  1  D.  &  R.  156. 

(e)  12  East,  572.  (/)  7  D.  &  R.  622. 

(/;  1  Q.  B.  R.  143. 
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the  end  only  applies  to  the  execution  of  the  warrant.  1844. 

The  justice  can  only  interfere  upon  previous  complaint 
upon  oath ;  therefore  the  place  where  complaint  is  so      Tordoft. 
made  must  be  stated  as  the  foundation  of  the  inquiry : 

Bej  V.  Dcbbyn  (a).     [They  also  cited  Boscawen,  p.  17  ; 

1  Chitt  Crim.  Law,  109 ;  Dalton,  c.  6 ;  and  3  Hale's 

P.  C,  b.  2,  c.  16,  8.  13.] 
2.  The  complaint  is  made  upon  the  oath  of  A.  Faulds, 

the  contract  was  with  A.  Faulds  and  others.    The  war- 

^^t  ought  to  have  the  same  certainty  as  was  required  in 

nidictments  before  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  14. 
3.  This  is  not  such  a  contract  as  was  contemplated  by 

^6  statute ;  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  whole  of 
"^^  time  was  to  be  given  up  to  the  master,  which  is  in- 
"^pensable  to  constitute  the  ordinary  relation  of  master 
^'^d   servant :  Hardy  v.  Ryle  (^),  Ex  parte  Johnson  (c), 

Noting  V.  Timmins  (d)^  Williamson  v.  Taylor  {e).  As 
'^Uch  certainty  is  required  here  as  in  the  statement  of 
^ords  or  facts  in  convictions  for  profane  swearing  and 
S^^uing,  or  of  the  false  pretence  by  which  goods  have 
*^^<in  obtained.  Even  if*  it  had  been  a  contract  for  a 
^^e  certain,  it  would  not  necessarily  be  a  contract 
^^thin  the  statute  :  Lancaster  v.  Greaves  (f). 

'^.  The  conviction  is  for  more  than  one  offence :  Rex  v. 
^^^€nnons  ig).  It  is  for  being  absent  on  the  24tli,  26th,  and 

*  til,  omitting  the  25tli.  Though  the  25th  was  a  Sun- 
^^y'^  that  is  no  reason  for  omitting  it,  as  tliere  may  have 
^^n  work  to  do  on  that  day. 

^^  There  is  no  averment  in  the  adjudication,  either 
*^^t  the  prisoner  contracted  in  writing,  or  entered  into 
*^^  service.     If  the  contract  be  in  writing,  the  entering 


C^i)  2  Salk.  474.  {e)  IJJ  Law  J..N.  S.,Q.B.,81. 

C*)  9  B.  &  C.  608.  (/)  9  B.  &  C.  128. 

C<)  7  Dowl.  707.  \g)  1  T.  U.  249. 
^d)\  C.  &  J.  331. 


k 
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1844.         into  the  service  is  immaterial ;  but  if  not,  to  ^ve  jurisd 
V^'  tion,  he  must  have  entered  the  service.  The  words,  * 

ToBDOPT.      aforesaid,"  qualify  the  statement  as  to  the  time,  but  j 
as  to  the  contract  itself. 

6.  Lastly,  it  does  not  appear  on  the  whole  of  the  d 
cument  that  the  prisoner  was  present  when  the  witness 
against  him  were  examined.  It  states  the  complaint,  i 
which  no  time  is  mentioned,  but  it  was  obviously  earlie 
than  the  adjudication,  as  it  recites  that  a  warrant  h& 
been  issued ;  then  comes  tlie  singular  averment,  that  th 
defendant  has  "  this  day  "  appeared,  and  "  not  prove 
that  he  is  not  guilty,"  that  is,  of  an  offence  which  ma 
have  been  heard  in  his  absence.  [Lord  Dawiany  C.  J.- 
We  feel  much  force  in  that  last  objection.] 

Erlcy  E,  Yardley^  and  Overend,  contra,  (as  to  the  bu 
objection  only). — There  is  no  doubt  that  the  warrai 
of  commitment  must  shew  the  essentials  of  jurisdictioi 
and  of  the  description  of  the  offence,  which  are  here  pe 
fectly  clear ;  but  it  is  not  to  be  looked  at  with  all  tl 
minuteness  that  a  conviction  requires ;  if  so,  it  would  1 
necessary  to  set  out  the  examinations  of  the  witnesse 
and  every  step  that  is  taken.  The  commitments  in  son 
of  the  cases  cited  were  held  bad  because  they  did  n< 
shew  jurisdiction ;  but  no  case  furnishes  a  precedent  f< 
this  formal  objection.  Tliis  follows  the  form  usual] 
adopted,  and  in  no  case  does  it  appear  so  clearly  as  i 
this  that  the  prisoner  was  present.  [Lord  Denman,  C.  • 
— lie  states  complaint  was  made  upon  oath :  the  who! 
allegation  would  be  perfectly  satisfied  by  the  complaii 
having  been  heard  in  the  prisoner's  absence.  Pattesai 
J. —  It  is  consistent  with  this  statement,  that  he  hear 
both  parties,  but  not  together.  What  is  there  to  she^ 
that  the  witnesses  who  made  the  complaint  on  oath  wei 
examined  a  second  time  upon  oath  ?]  The  course  c 
the  narrative  shews,  that  the  facts  took  place  in  th 
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ordeir  in  which  they  are  narrated.     The  complaint  must         1844. 

^  upon  oath;  and  when  the  justice  says,  "  in  pursuance 

^f  "tlxe  statute^  I  have  examined  the  proofs  and  allega-      Tobdoft. 

tions  on  oath  of  both  parties,"  and  states  their  appearance^ 

*«c  fair  inference  is,  that  a  full  examination  was  gone 

into   in  the  presence  of  both  parties,  and  on  the  same 

^^y  I  Rex  V.  Thompson  [a) ;  Rex  v.  Lovet  {b).    It  would 

*^  5^  violent  presumption,  contrary  to  sense  and  experi- 

c^oo,  that,  after  the  appearance  of  the  prisoner  before  a 

'^^^Sistrate,  he  would  adjourn  to  another  place,  leaving 

^*^^    prisoner  there.    And  if  an  intendment  is  to  be  made 

*^   ^'^vour  of  a  conviction,  that  doctrine,  afortioriy  ought 

^pply  to  those  commitments,  which,  by  construction, 

lield  to  include  convictions. 

The  words,  "  /  do  convici^^  may  mean  either  ^'  I  have 

c  to  the  conviction,"  or  "  /  have  convicted^  in  the 

^^c^lxjiical  sense  of  the  term,  since  they  are  followed  by 

*^^    "words  "  Tliese  are  therefore  to  command  you^  &c, 

^^*^ic3h  shew  that  the  instrument  is  to  operate  merely  as  a 

^^^^^^mitment.     Formerly,  all  recitals  in  convictions  were 

^^    '•^lie  present  tense,  although  they  referred  to  matters 

^'"^v-iously  done  (c).    If  not,  they  may  be  rejected  as  sur- 

I^^^Sage.   Under  this  statute,  there  is  no  necessity  for  any 

^'^'Viction  whatever ;  Johnson  v.  Reid  (d) ;  and  if  so,  this 

^^^  »Xg  merely  a  commitment,  the  presence  of  the  parties, 

^     evidence  of  the  witnesses,  gr  any  of  the  facts,  an- 

^^odent  to  the  declaration  that  the  justice  has  found  the 

^^^ndant  guilty,  need  not  nppear.    If  the  instrument  is 

^'^  a  conviction  and  a  commitment,  and  all  the  requi- 

^^^  of  both  are  required,  not  only  sliould  the  presence 

"^lie  defendant  have  been  stated,  but  all  the  evidence. 


^^)  2  T.  R.  18.  (c)  Paleyon  Convictions, p. 66. 

C6)  7  T.  R.  152;  and  the  cases         (d)  6  M.  &  W.  128. 
^^  in  Paley  on  Conviction8,p.33. 


I 

i 
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1844.         The  object,  however,  of  the  Legislature,  in  using 

Y^'  word   "commit,"  and  omitting   all  allusion  to  a  i 

ToBoorr.      viction,  must  have  been  designedly  to  obviate  the 

conveniences  arising  from  convictions,  and  to  pre^ 

the  decisions  of  justices  from  being  reviewed  by 

superior  tribunal.     In  a  conviction  all  the  evid< 

and  other  facts  must  appear,  in  order  that  the  C 

above  may  see,  when  the  conviction  is  brought  up  by 

tiorari,  whetlier  the  evidence,  &c.  is  sufficient  to  jui 

the  conclusion.  Where,  however,  inconvenience  has  ai 

fix)m  reviewing  the  decision  of  the  justices,  the  Leg 

ture  has  in  many  instances  inserted  a  clause  taking  a 

the  certiorari,  and  consequently  the  conviction  (coni 

ing  the  evidence,  &c.)  could  not  be  brought  up,  an< 

that  the  Court  could  look  at  was   the   commitm* 

which  in  such  cases  would  be  in  the  usual  form, 

contain  no  evidence,  nor  any  statement  of  the  apj 

ance  of  the  parties  or  the  witnesses,  but  a  mere  dec! 

tion  that  the  jwirty  had   been  foimd  guilty,  and 

therefore   committed.      By  that   course,  although 

conviction  was  necessarj'^,  the   certiorari   having 

taken  away  destroyed  its  utility ;  and  the  parties 

victed,  notwithstanding  the  conviction,  were  ultinu 

left  for  all  redress  to  the  mere  warrant  of  commitn 

With  this  view,  (that  the  decision  of  the  justices  sb 

not  be   reviewed),  the  Legislature,  in   this  case, 

given  a  power  to  "  commit "  without  a  conviction ; 

there  is  no  principle  or  authority  for  saying  that  a  < 

initment  under  this  act  differs  in  fonn  from  any  < 

commitment  (a). 

Cm\  adv.  vu 

(o)   In  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  129,  aiid  Conviction  "  in  the  ach 

8.  8,  the  Legislature  has  used  the  in  which  neither  the  appcc 

word  '*  commit  "  alone,  and  has  of  the  witnesses  nor  of  th« 

given  ''  A  Form  of  Commitment  ties  is  mentioned. 
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DENBfAN^  C.  J.,  now  (April  30th)  delivered  the         1844. 
\udgment  of  the  Court — The  Court  desired  time  to  con-         7"* 

,  In  re 

ddcr  one  of  the  objections  preferred  against  the  warrant  Tordoft. 
of  commitment  under  which  this  applicant  was  impri** 
sonecL  His  offence  appears  to  have  been  *'  absenting  him- 
self from  the  service  for  which  he  had  contracted,"  under 
Stat.  4  Geo.  4,  c  34, — an  offence,  of  which  it  seems  a 
party  may  be  duly  convicted  on  the  face  of  the  instrument 
itself  which  consigns  him  to  imprisonment:  Ex  parte 
Johnson  {a);  Johnson  v.  Reid  (b).  It  is,  however,  neces- 
sary to  the  validity  of  that  course  of  proceeding,  that  the 
warrant  of  commitment  should  shew  that  the  magistrate 
has  done  all  that  is  necessary  to  make  the  conviction  law- 
nn.  I^or  the  prisoner  it  was  contended  that  that  cannot 
"^  unless  the  witnesses  against  him  appear  to  have  been 
^^^^xuned  in  his  presence.  In  this  principle  we  fully 
concur.  The  learned  counsel  for  the  Crown  did  not  dis- 
pute itj  but  argued  that  the  witnesses  against  the  pri- 
soner do  sufficiently  appear  by  the  warrant  to  have  been 
®^^*iiained  in  his  presence ;  relying  on  the  case  of  Rex  v. 
^^^^^cr  (c),  and  on  numerous  decisions  which  have  fel- 
">'^ed  (rf).  We  have  examined  those  cases,  which  afford 
^  ^^ample  of  the  inconvenience  of  departing  from  those 
™^s  of  procedure  which  are  founded  on  the  principles  of 
^"^"^ersal  justice.  No  possible  mischief,  except  the  es- 
^E^  of  one  offender  for  a  single  defective  conviction, 
^^^d  have  arisen  from  requiring  a  pLiin  statement  in  all 
f"^*^Jnary  convictions,  that  the  witnesses  were  examined 
^^  "the  prisoner's  presence-  It  is  remarkable  that  the 
^'^iite  (e),  which  gives  the  most  general  form,  require* 
^^  statement  to  be  expressly  made.  But  equivalents 
na.Ve  been  admitted,  though  with  regret,  by  so  many 
i^Tned  Judges,  that  the  Court  is  compelled  to  take  the 

{n)  7  Dowl.  702.        *  (d)  See  Bex  v.  Selwayy  2  Chit. 

(b)  6M.  &\V.  124.  Rep.  552. 

(f)  2  Str.  124.  (o)  3  Geo.  4,  c.  23. 
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1844.         trouble  of  sifling  the  details  of  each  conyiction,  to  discc 
7"*  ver  whether  some  words  there  do  not  import  that  essei 

In  re  ^  .  . 

ToRDOFT.  tial  fact,  but  infer  the  contrary.  A  complaint  was  pr 
yiously  made  on  oath  agidnst  the  prisoner,  he  was  the 
summoned,  and  *^  did  not  prove  himself  not  guilty  of  tl 
said  complaint  and  charge,'^  according  to  the  statemei 
of  the  magistrate,  who  adds,  ^'  In  pursuance  of  the  st 
tutes  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  I  have  duly  e: 
amined  the  proofs  and  allegations  upon  oath  of  both  pa 
ties  touching  the  matter  of  the  said  complaint,  and,  upc 
due  consideration  had  thereof,  have  adjudged  and  dete 
mined  the  said  complaint  to  be  true."  As  the  infoim; 
tion  on  oath  was  previously  before  the  magistrate,  wl 
states,  that  he  required  the  prisoner  to  answer  it  I 
proof  that  he  was  not  guilty,  we  think  the  natural  cpi 
struction  is,  that  no  other  allegation  or  proof  was  brougl 
against  the  prisoner. 

Consistently  with  the  recitals,  no  vivfi  voce  evident 
may  have  been  adduced  against  him;  but,  if  there  wer 
nothing  was  urged  as  shewing  that  it  was  given  in  b 
presence,  except  the  order  of  time  in  which  the  procee- 
ings  are  set  forth  in  the  document.     We  arc  clearly 
opinion,  that  none  of  the  cases  decided  would  justify  i 
in  making  that  presumption.     We  cannot  at  all  accec 
to  the  argument,  that  this  commitment  is  a  distinct  a 
from  the  conviction,  which  ought  to  be  presumed  goo 
though  neither  returned  nor  recited.     If  there  was  8U( 
a  conviction  in  fact,  it  ought  to  have  been  drawn  up 
a  proper  form :  but  the  warrant  of  commitment  is  aloi 
before  lis,  we  think  it  insuflScient,  and  the  prisoner 
entitled  to  be  discharged.    We  say  nothing  on  the  oth 
grounds  of  objection. 

Tlie  prisoner  was  discharged  (a). 

(a)  The   two   following  cases  were  decided  on  the  same  di 
(April  29):— 
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1844. 
In  the  Matter  of  Copestick.  ^"^"v*"^ 

i  H  E  return  of  the  keeper  of  the  house  of  correction  at  Derhy,  in    A  commitment 

the  case  of  Edwin  Copestick,  stated  that  he  detained  the  prisoner  in   "°  execution, 
..  ,         1       1    ^.  11      .  «  .  under  the  4 

nis  cuatody  under  the  following  warrant  of  commitment: —  q^q^  4  c,  34 

**  Derbyshire,  to  wit. — To  the  constables,  &c.  s.  3,  stating 

*•  Whereas  information  and  complaint  hath  been  made  before  me,   that  complaint 
«»..••  had  l>een  made 

Williain  Wootten  Abney,  Esq.,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the   against  E.  C, 

peace  in  and  for  the  said  county,  by  Joseph  Dooley,  agent  to  Court  tervant  to  C. 
Granville,  of  Swadlincote,  in  the  said  county  of  Derby,  upon  the  oath   Sjl/^L?*"^''" 
of  the  said  J.  Dooley,  against  Edwin  Copestick,  late  of  Swadlin-   \^  ^\^  service, 
cote  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county,  servant  to  the  said  C.  Granville,   was  held  insuf- 
that  he,  the  said  Edwin  Copestick,  hath  in  his  said  service  been  guilty  ^J^^^*  J?'  "^^^ 
ofa  certain  misconduct,  misdemeanour,  miscarriage,  and  ill-behaviour   ture  of  the  ser- 
towards  him  the  said  Court  Granville,  in  that  he,  the  said  Edwin   vice. 
^^^'pestick,  did,  on  the  21st  instant,  absent  himself  from  the  said 
C.  Granville's    service   without  consent;   and   whereas,    in   pur- 
nance   of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  I  have  duly 
examined  the  proofs  and  allegations  of  both  the  said  parties  touching 
the  matter  of  the  said  complaint,  and,  upon  due  consideration  had 
thereof,  "have  adjudged  and  determined  that  he,  the  said  Edwin  Cope- 
•tick,  bath  in  his  said  service  been  guilty  of  a  dertain  misconduct, 
""•demeanour,  miscarriage,  and  ill-behaviour  towards  the  said  C. 
Granville,  in  that  he,  the  said  Edwin  Copestick,  did,  on  the  21st  in- 
'"^*>  absent  himself  from  his  said  master's  service  without  his  con- 
■*!**»  and  I  do  therefore  convict  him,  the  said  Edwin  Copestick,  of  the 
•**^  offence,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  pro- 
^"©Q  :   these  are  therefore  to  command  you  &c. 

(Signed)         "W.W.  Abney." 

^^dkin^  Fry,  and  Huddleston,  for  the  prisoner  (a). — The  aver- 
°^^^tiQ  this  case  is  insufficient.  It  does  not  state  that  the  examination 
^**  taken  upon  oath  (6),  nor  does  it  shew  that  the  prisoner  was  em- 
P'^yed  in  one  of  the  capacities  described  in  the  statute  4  Geo.  4, 
*•  ^^,  B.  3.  In  Regina  Y.Lewis  (c),  the  prisoner  was  described  in  the 
^^^^^taa  a  miner;  but,  as  it  did  not  aver  that  he  contracted  to  serve 
^  lich,  he  was  discharged.    In  Rex  v.  Ilulcott  (d)y  it  was  held  that 

(a)  The  prisoner   had   been  Lewis  and  Fairley  were  brought 

brought  up   on   a    former  day,  up  at  the  same  time  with  Jones, 

when  it  was  ordered  by  consent  ante,  p.  3,  when  F.  Lee  admitted 

that  he  should  return  with  the  the  commitments  in  their  cases 

gaoler,  and  the  case  be  heard  in  were  bad,  for  omitting  to  state 

his  absence.  the  employment. 

(b)  See  In  re  Jones,  ante,  p.  3.         {d)  6  T.  R.  583. 

(c)  13LawJ.,N.S.,M.C.,46. 
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1844. 


In  re 

COPBBTIOK. 


an  order  of  a  justice  for  discharging  a  servant  from  her  master's 
vice,  under  stat.  5  Eliz.  c.  4,  was  void,  for  not  stating  that  she  w 
servant  in  husbandry. 


WhiUhurst  admitted  that  he  could  not  support  the  commitmem^- 


Lord  Denman,  C,  J. — ^The  objection  is  fatal.    There  is  no 
of  ordering  the  discharge  of  a  prisoner  not  before  the  Court;  bat, 
his  attendance  was  dispensed  with  by  consent,  that  should  be  en 
as  part  of  the  rule. 

The  prisoner  was  discharged. 


In  the  Matter  of  Walker  and  Others. 

A  retium  to  a  1  HE  return,  in  the  case  of  James  Walker,  William  Bird,  Joseph* 

halj"  corpus,  Richards,  and  John  Bird,  was  as  follows:— 

er  in^thc  a^of  "  Leicestershire,  to  wit. — I,  John  Allen,  the  keeper  of  the  house  ox 

four  prisoners,  correction  at  Leicester,  in  the  county  of  Leicester,  in  the  writ  to  tli** 

A.,  B.,  C,  and  schedule  hereunto  annexed  named,  do  certify  and  return  toour  SoV«^ 

to  prison  under  reign  Lady  the  Queen,  that,beforc  the  coming  to  me  of  the  said  WT^^» 

4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  8th  day  of  April,  a,  d.  1844,  James  Walker 

s.  3,  stated  that    William  Bird,  in  the  same  writ  also  named,  were  severally  commit 

the  prisoners  i    ,       .  «  -  .     i    i 

A.  and  B.  were   ^  ^  custody  by  virtue  of  a  certam  warrant  of  committal,  theteV 

detained  in  cus-  of  which  is  as  follows  : — *  Leicestershire,  to  wit. — ^To  the  constable  ^ 

^^"f  ^  t^^ted  Worthington,  in  the  said  county,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  house    ^ 

&c.  and  C.  and  correction  at  Leicester,  in  the  said  county.    Whereas  information  ^-^*^ 

D.  under  a  complaint  hath  been  made  before  me,  William  Wootten  Abney,  Eitf^'* 

"ftii     '^*"*'*  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  cono  ^y* 

date.    (The  re-  '^y  Benjamin  Walker,  of  Worthington,  in   the  said  county,  co^' 

turn  set  out  the  master,  upon  the  oath  of  the  said  Benjamin  Walker,  against  Ja**  ^ 

warrant8,which    Walker  and  William  Bird,  late  of  Worthington   aforesaid,  in  t^^ 
were  m  the  pre-       .  .  °  '      .  ^^^ 

sent  tense,  "I      ^^i^  county,  colliers  to  the  said  Benjamin  Walker,  at  his  colliei^' 

that  they,  the  said  James  Walker  and  William  Bird,  have  in  tfa^'' 
said  service  severally  been  gxiilty  of  a  certain  misconduct,  misJ^ 
meanour,  miscarriage,  and  ill-beliaviour  towards  the  said  Benjamii^ 
Walker,  in  that  they,  the  said  James  Walker  and  W^illiam  Bir4 
having  severally  entered  into  their  ser\'ice,  have  severally  therein 
not  fulfilled  their  contract,  by  having,  at  the  township  of  Worthing- 
ton, in  the  said  county,  on  the  4th  day  of  April  instant,  severally 


do  convict  '')• 

That  after- 
wards, and 
whilst  the  pri- 
soners were  in 
custody  under 
the  said  war- 
rants, four 
other  warrants 
were  delivered 
to  him  for  the 

commitment  of  A.,  B.,  C,  and  D.,  respectively.    (These  warrants  were  also  set  oat,  and 
recited  the  offence,  &c.,  and  conviction  in  the  past  teuse). 

Heldt  that,  though  the  two  first  instruments  were  insufficient,  the  four  last,  being  merely 
commitments  reciting  convictions,  were,  as  such,  good  upon  the  return  made  to  the  writ. 
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neglected  their  work  in  such  service,  contrary  to  the  statute;  and  1844. 

whereas,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,        ^">r— *^ 
1  have  duly  examined  the  proofs  and  allegations  of  both  the  said       w  "  ^ 
iwurties  touching  the  matter  of  the  said  complaint,  and,  upon  due  con-      ^nd  Others, 
sideration  had  thereof,  have  adjudged  and  determined  that  the  said 
James  Walker  and  William  Bird  have  in  their  said  service  severally 
been  guilty  of  a  certain  misconduct,  misdemeanour,  miscarriage,  and 
ill-behaviour  towards  the  said  Benjamin  Walker,  in  that  they,  the 
<aid  James  Walker  and  William  Bird,  having  severally  entered  into 
wid  service,  have  severally  therein  not  fulfilled  their  sail  contract, 
^  haying,  at  the  township  of  Worthington,  in  the  said  county,  on 
the  4th  day  of  April  instant,  severally  neglected  their  work  in  such 
wrvice  contrary  to  the  statute,  and  /  do  therefore  convict  them,  the  said 
James  Walker  and  William  Bird,  of  the  said  offence,  in  pursuance 
of  the  said  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided:    these  are  there- 
'Ore  to  command  you,  the  said  constable,  forthwith  to  convey  the  said 
•aincs  Walker  and  William  Bird  to  the  said  house  of  correction  at 
^ceater  aforesaid,  and  to  deliver  them  to  the  keeper  thereof,  toge- 
ther with  this  warrant;  and  I  do  hereby  command  you,  the  said  keeper, 
^  receive  the  said  James  Walker  and  William  Bird  in  your  custody 
***  the  said  house  of  correction,  there  severally  to  remain,  and  sever- 
^y  to  be  kept  to  hard  labour  for  the  space  of  three  months  from  the 
**^  hereof,  and  for  your  so  doing  this  shall  be  your  sufHcient  war- 
^^^U  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  the  Sthday  of  April,  a.  d.  1844. 

*  William  Wootten  Abney.* 
And  I  do  hereby  further  certify  and  return  to  our  Sovereign  Lady 
®  Queen,  that,  before  the  coming  to  me  of  the  said  writ,  that  is 
*ay,  on  the  8th  day  of  April,  a.  d.  1844,  Joseph  Richards   and 
^on  Bird,  in  the  same  writ  also  named,  were  severally  committed 
itiy  custody  by  virtue  of  a  certain  warrant  of  committal,    the 
*^or  of  which  is  as  follows  : — [setting  out  a  similar  warrant  for  the 
*^niitment  of  Joseph  Richards  and  John  Bird.] 
^^**  And  that  afterwards,  and  whilst  the  said  James  Walker,  William 
,  *^f  Joseph  Richards,  and  John  Bird  were  respectively  so  in  custody, 
■^^^t  i»  to  say,  on  the  15th  day  of  April,  a.  u.  1814,  the  said  William 
<>otten  Abney  caused  to  be  delivered  to  me  a  certain  other  warrant 
•^  ^otJiraittal,  the  tenor  of  which  is  as  follows: — *  Leicestershire,  to  wit. — 
^^^  ^U  and  every  the  constables  and  other  officers  of  the  peace  for  the 
J*^**  county,  whom  these  may  concern,  and  to  the  keep3rs  of  the  house 
»       ^^rrection  at  Leicester,  in  the  said  county.    These  are,  in  her  Ma- 
.,^^  *y  *8  name,  to  command  you  and  every  of  you,  the  said  officers,  forth- 
^^  ^*^  lafely  to  convey  and  deliver  into  the  custody  of  the  said  kcapor 
^  tiody  of  James  Walker,  late  of  Worthington,  in  the  said  county, 
'^•■ier,  beinff  convicted  before  me,  William  Wootten  Abney,  E^q., 
®  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county, 
P^H  the  evidence  on  oath  of  Benjamin  Walker,  of  Colerton,  in  the 
^*^  county,  for  that  he,  the  said  James  Walker,  did  contract  with 
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1 844.  the  said  Benjamin  Walker  to  serve  him  in  the  capacity  of  a  collide"  ibr 

"^  an  indefinite  period,  determinable  nevertheless  on  either  of  the 

— .^"^  ^  contracting  parties  giving  to  the  other  fourteen  days*  previous  n(»i 

and  Others.      ^^  ^^  intention  to  determine  the  said  contract;  and  that  the  said  Ji 

Walker  did  enter  into  the  service  of  the  said  Benjamin  Walker, 

did  continue  to  serve  him,  the  said  Benjamin  Walker,  and  to  be 

ployed  by  him  as  a  collier,  under  and  according  to  the  said  coni 

at  the  township  of  Worthington,  in  the  said  county  of  Leicester,     aao 

being  then  and  there  in  the  service  of  him,  the  said  Benjamin  Wallc^s^  y, 

as  a  collier,  until  the  4th  day  of  April  instant,  and  the  term  of 

said  contract  being  then  subsisting  and  incomplete,  he,  the 

James  Walker,  did  misconduct  and  misdemean  himself  in  his  sau-Sd 

service,  to  wit,  did  neglect  his  work  and  refused  to  go  to  it,  on  beiir^  g 

requested  by  the  said  Benjamin  Walker  so  to  do,  whereby  diver  ^vs 

other  persons  employed  in  the  said  pit  were  prevented  from 

ing  with  their  ordinary  employment,  and  the  said  B.  Walker 

tained  great  damage  and  loss,  contrary  to  the  foim  of  the  statute 

such  case  made  and  provided;  for  which  said  offence,  I,  the  said  j^ 

tice,  ^ave  ordered  and  adjudged  the  said  James  Walker  to  be  impi 

soned  in  the  said  house  of  correction  at  Leicester,  in  and  for  the  s^>  ^ 

county,  and  there  kept  to  hard  labour  for  the  space  of  three  montt^^r 

and  you,  the  said  keeper,  are  hereby  required  to  receive  the  »^t^^ 

J.  Walker  into  your  said  prison,  and  him  safely  there  to  keep  for  t-^** 

aforesaid  term  of  three  months,  and,  during  that  time,  to  be  kept.    *^ 

hard  labour,  and  for  your  so  doing  this  shall  be  to  you  and  every    ^ 

you  a  sufiicient  warrant.     Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  at 

stone,  in  the  said  county  of  Leicester,  this  8th  day  of  April,  m.  • 

1844. 

*  William  Wootten  Abney.'  (l.  t-J 

[The  return  then  set  out  three  similar  warrants  for  the  comnc*- 
ment  of  William  Bird,  Joseph  Richards,  and  John  Bird  respective!^' 'J 
And  that  the  said  James  Walker  in  the  said  first  warrant  mentioC 
is  the  same  James  Walker  as  in  the  third  warrant  mentioned, 
And  these  are  the  causes  of  detaining  the  said  James  Walker,  fe* 
whose  bodies  I  have  here  ready,  as  by  the  said  writ  I  am  commandc 


'*» 


Bodkin,  Fry,  and  Huddlestvuy  for  the  prisoners. — In  this  case  v^—        - 
gaoler  first  returns,  that  he  detains  these  four  prisoners  by  virtue  -| 

two  warrants ;  each  warrant  is  set  out  on  the  face  of  the  return,     ^^^ 
each  is  for  the  detention  of  two  persons.     These  warrants  are  aL 
liable  to  many  of  the  objections  already  taken.     But   the 
then  sets  out  four  other  warrants,  each  for  the  detention  of  one  pi 
soner.     These  last  nre  so  drawn  as  to  be  recitals  of  convictionSy 
not  in  the  present  tense,  like  the  others,  which  are,  in  effect,  convic 
tions.     But  if  the  four  last  are  to  be  treated  as  warrants  referring  t^^ 
convictions,  the  two  former  wairants  sent  to  the  gaoler  must  fwf 
necessity  be  treated  as  the  conviction?,  all  the  persons  and  the  faet^ 
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i  rsg  the  same.  Rogers  v.  Jones{a),  Nodoubt,  as  a  general  proposition  1844. 

Hovmal  warrant  may  be  substituted  for  an  informal  one,  but  in  sucb        ^     y     "^ 

the  former  must  be  withdrawn,  and  the  substitution  referred  to   In  re  Walker 
'ords  in  the  subsequent  one.  In  re  Elmy  and  Satcyer  (Jb),  If  there-      "*^  Others, 
these  are  to  be  considered  as  convictions,  they  are  insufficient 
the  face  of  them,  as  they  do  not  set  out  the  evidence,  nor  state 
the  examinations  were  taken  upon  oath,  nor  the  place  where 
ley  were  taken. 

nDliere  is  also  an  objection  to  the  four  last  instruments,  which,  if 
Nidy  will  not  be  aided  by  a  good  conviction,  Rogers  v.  Jones {c) ;  even 
f  they  are  to  be  considered  as  substituted  for  the  other  two.  No 
ine  or  place  is  stated  where  the  alleged  refusal  to  work  took  place, 
^d  as  it  does  not  appear  that  the  justice  was  in  the  county  when  the 
c<>Qni>laiDt  was  made,  it  may  have  been  altogether  out  of  his  jurisdic- 
^<m>  in  which  case  he  would  be  liable  for  an  action  for  false  imprison- 

^^JiUehursty  contr^. — 1.  The  allegation  of  time  and  place  is  suffi- 
^***^,  as  it  was  a  continuing  contract.  2.  The  universal  practice  in 
^^  Oase  of  orders  of  removal  is  to  use  the  form,  **  a  justice  in  and 
^  ^lie  county,"  when  he 'says  that,  he  means  that  he  acts  in  the 

^nty. 

^    As  to  the  main  objection,  it  is  conceded  that  a  bad  warrant  may 

,  **iaended  by  a  good  one,  but  contended  that  the  latter  must  con- 

^*   ^ome  reference  to  the  substitution.     In  the  case  of  In  re  Elmy 

^^  'Sawyer  (b)y  the  second  warrant  was  attempted  to  be  supported  on 

*  ground  that,  by  the  excise  laws  (3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  43),  the  magis- 

^  had  power  id  substitute  one  warrant  for  another.    There  was 

'^*^ing  to  shew  that  there  had  been  such  substitution,  and  the  judg- 

of  the  Court  proceeded  expressly  on  that  ground,  that  where  a 

^oe  amends  a  warrant,  in  pursuance  of  a  power  given  him  by  a 

^^cular  statute,  he  ought  in  some  manner  to  shew  that  he  is  acting 

^^T  that  authority.     But  that  is  not  the  case  here.     If  there  is  a 

warrant  authorizing  the  detention  of  a  prisoner,  it  does  not 

r  how  many  bad  warrants  there  are.   The  Court  will  not  assume 

^^  they  are  for  the  same  offence,  and  a  justice  may,  pending  an  ac- 

^»   even  on  the  morning  of  the  trial,  draw  up  a  good  conviction. 

CcRiAM. — We  think  you  are  right  upon  that  point.     In  all 

of  summary  jurisdiction,  there  must  be  something  in  the  nature 

^   judgment.     The  four  last  documents  are  merely  commitments 

^^ng  convictions,  and,  as  commitments,  are  good  on  the  return 

•'^^  tons. 

The  prisoners  were  remanded. 

(a)  3  D.  &  C.  409.  (b)  1  A.  &  E.  843. 

(c)  3  B.  &  C.  409 ;  5  D.  &  II.  26S. 

VOL.  I.  ()  N.  8.  C. 
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May  \a.  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Leeds. 

(Leeds  r.  Preston.) 

The  examina-  VJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices^  dated  IJt-i* 
a^scttkment  by  March,  1843,  for  the  removal  of  Matthew  Redmaya^^ 
renting  a  tene-  ^^^i  ^^^^  \^  ^\S^  from  the  township  of  Preston,  in  tb^ 

ment,  under  '  . 

8Ut.  59  Geo.  3,  county  of  Lancaster,  to  the  township  of  Leeds,  in  tl»^ 

c.  50  B.  1  was 

anfoUows:  "In  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  the  sessions  coi 
beoime  tenant  fij^™^  ^^^  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Cou. 
of  a  house  in  L.  upon  a  special  case. 

I  took  toe  house     '  ^        ,       , 

for  a  year,  at  The  examination  on  wliich  tlic  order  was  founded, 

i^l9    I  entered  ^  .  ^     .  i  on 

into  and  resided  itu*  ^s>  IS  material,  was  as  lollows: — 

the'^onTSf"        Matthew  Redmayne,  the  pauper,  said, « In  May,  182 

May,  and  con-  \  became  the  tenant  of  a  house,  No.  19,  Kirks^te,  in  tfc*^ 

tinned  to  reside 


upon  it,  with  town  of  Leeds.     I  know  not  the  name  of  the  landloi 

Octoher/i«2i  ^ut  the  steward  from  whom  1  took  it  w^as  Mr.  Wil^3* 

when  I  left  it.  ^j^^  lived  in  Leeds.     I  took  the  house  for  a  year,  at,     -*• 

the  whole  time  bclievc,  £l9;  but  I  am  not  certain  whether  it  was  JE-  ^ 

ey  :**^Held,  morc  or  less.     I  entered  on  and  resided  in  the  house  i  ^ 

ment  did  not  ^^  ^^  month  of  May,  and  continued  to  reside  upon  '^^ 

shew  sufficient,  ^ith  my  family,  until  October,  1821,  when  I  left  it       -^ 

ly  a  compliance  '^  *' 

with  the  statute,  paid  rent  for  the  wJioIe  time  of  my  tenancy,^ 
that  the  rent  Noticc  of  ap])eal  was  given,  and  the  following  (among^  * 

ali^paid1for*t^    Other)  grounds  of  appeal  served  on  the  respondents: — 
term  of  one  «  That  the  examination  is  bad  and  insufficient  to  sup* 

whole  year,  at  ,  ,  \_        ^ 

the  least,  by  the  port  the  order,  inasmuch  as  it  docs  not  state  the  houe^^ 
par  y  iimg.      ^j^^^^ju  mentioned  to  have  been  a  separate  and  distinct 

dwelling-house,  bond  fide  hired  at  and  for  the  sum  of  £1-^ 
a  year,  at  the  least,  and  inasmuch  as  it  does  not  stfrt^ 
that  such  house  was  held,  and  the  rent  for  the  same  actu- 
ally paid,  for  the  term  of  one  whole  year,  at  the  least,  by 
the  said  M.  Redmayne,  who  is  alleged  to  have  been  tb^ 
person  hiring  the  same." 

On  tlie  trial  of  the  appeal,  it  was  ex>ntended  on  tn^ 
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port  of  the  appellants,  that  the  order  and  examination         ib44. 
were  insufficient  for  the  above  objection.     The  sessions    rS    X*""^ 
overruled  the  objection,  and,  after  licaring  evidence  in  v. 

support  of  it,  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion        Luds. 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion,  that  the  aforesaid 
objection  ought  to  have  prevailed,  the  order  of  removal 
w  to  be  quashed  for  deficiency  in  the  examination ;  if 
otherwise,  tlie  order  of  removal,  and  of  sessions,  are  to  be 
confinned. 

Coiclinffy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — It  is 

ohjected  that  the  examination  does  not  state  that  the  rent 

^as  actually  paid.    The  sessions  have  overruled  this  ob- 

jection,  and  have  thereby  found  the  fact,  that  the  rent 

^as  paid  by  the  pauiK3r.     It  cannot  be   said   that  he 

P^d  a  different  rent  from  that  which  he  agreed  to  pay, 

*^d  it  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  follow  the  language 

^^  the  act,  if  he  states  sufficient  to  shew  a  compliance 

^*A  it     Regina  v.  Pilkbifjton  (a). 

HaU^  Whighamy  and  Paslihy^  contra. — This  case  is 
^^der  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  wliich,  j)roviding  for  the  case 
^^  settlement  by  renting  a  tenement  of  £10  a  year,  re- 
^^ires,  "  that  the  rent  for  the  same  shall  be  actually  paid 
^^^  the  terra  of  one  whole  year,  at  the  least,  by  the  pcr- 
^^  hiring  the  same."  Regina  v.  The  Recorder  of  Ponte- 
'fi'^ct  (l^  shews  the  necessity  of  stating  all  the  statutory 
^^quisites.  This  statement  is  perfectly  consistent  with 
^"^  pau[>er  continuing,  all  the  time,  to  jiay  something  to- 
^'^rds  the  rent,  but  not  the  rent,  or  enough  to  comply 
^*^h  the  statute,  wliich  he  might  just  as  easily  have 
stated.    [They  were  stopjxjd  by  the  Court.] 

Lord  Dexman,  C.  J.  —We  cannot  find  a  settlement 

(a)  Ante,  p.  90.  (/>)  2  Q.  B.  R.  548. 

o2 
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1844.         stated  here,  the  examination  does  not  shew  what  rent 

^     ^  was  p^d.     It  is  unfortunate  that  the  omission  of  the 

V*  single  word,  ^^  the,"  should  make  so  serious  a  difference, 

Inhabitanto  of    ... 
LsKoa.         but  SO  it  IS. 

Patteson,    Williams,  and   Coleridge,  Js.,  con- 
curred. 

Orders  quashed. 


May  ut.      The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Olave,  Sodth- 

WARK. 

By  atat.  3  &  4  vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  removing 
8.  6,  a  person, '  James  Walker  from  the  parish  of  St.  Olave,  SouthwaA, 

^S^tby"?iy-  ^  *^®  P^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^y  Magdalen,  Bcrmondsey,  both 
ment  of  rates,    in  the  couutv  of  Surrey,  the  sessions  quashed  the  order, 

iniist  be 

'*diargedwith,  Subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  following 

aod  paj  hb 

share  towards,      ^^^  • 

the  pabhc  taxes       r^^^  removal  was  made  on  the  examination  of  the 

or  levies."  ^  ^  . 

Where  pauper,  shewing  a  settlement  in  the  appellant  parish  in 

grounds  of  ap-     ,  ^  ,  ^    , 

peal  alleged        1818,  by  renting  a  tenement. 

*^hid*^u^i^        Of  ^^^  grounds  of  appeal,  the  fourth  only  was  material 

a  house,  and       ^o  this  casc,  and  was  as  follows : — 

resided  therein,  ,  ,    « 

for  upwards  of  "  That  the  said  J.  Walker,  in  or  about  the  month  oi 
andpi^^one or  May,  1821,  became  tenant  of  a  house,  situate  &c., «^ 
more  of  the  pa-  j^j^^  ^|^  ^f  ^  jyf^  Garrard,  at  the  yearly  rent  of 

rochial  rates  or  ^  c 

taxes  in  respect  £15,  and  occupied  and  resided  therein  for  upwards  of 

of  such  house:'' 

—Held,  insuf-  scven  months,  and  paid  one  or  more  of  thb  parochial  rates 
it^as'not  also  ^^  taxes  in  respect  of  the  said  house  so  situate  &c.,  and 
stated  that  he     thereby  gained  a  settlement  ftc." 

was  **  charged  ^  ^ 

with**  such  On  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  the  respondents  proved 

the  settlement  in  the  appellant  parish,  upon  which  the 
appellants  proposed  to  prove  the  settlement  in  the  third 
parish ;  the  respondents  objected  to  the  appellants  going 
into  their  case,  because  the  ground  of  appeal  was  insuf- 
ficient, as  not  stating  that  the  pauper  was  ever  rated  to, 
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or  charged  with,  any  parochial  rates  or  taxes.  The 
aesnons,  however^  were  of  opmion  that  the  statement  in 
the  ground  of  appeal  was  sufficient,  and  quashed  the 
order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  suffi- 
dency  of  the  fourth  ground  of  appeaL 


1844. 


Thb  Qubbk 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 

St.  Olayb, 

southwaek. 


WaUinger  (a),  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — 
The  sessions  were  right  in  admitting  evidence  under  this 
fourth  ground  of  appeaL  The  3  &  4  W.  &  M.  c  11,  s.  6, 
enacts,  '^  that  if  any  person,  who  shall  come  to  inhabit  in 
any  parish,  shaU  be  charged  with,  and  pay  his  share  to- 
wards  the  public  taxes  or  levies  of  the  parish,  he  shall  be 
adjudged  and  deemed  to  have  a  legal  settlement.''  It  is 
objected,  that  the  word  "  charged "  is  omitted  in  the 
ground  of  appeal,  but  that  omission  is  not  material,  if  a 
virtual  charging  is  alleged.  That  an  occupier  has  been 
charged  to  parochial  rates,  will  follow  as  an  inference 
from  his  payment  of  them ;  and  this  is  such  an  inference 
as  the  Court  will  draw.  Rex  v.  Pilkington  {ti) ;  where  the 
Court  said,  that  examinations  might  state  facts,  and  the 
justices  draw  legal  inferences  from  them.  [Pattesorty  J. 
— There  must  be  a  rating  of  some  person  in  respect  of  a 


(a)  In  this  case,  WaUinger 
took  a  preliminary  objection,  that 
the  return  to  the  certiorari  bring- 
ing up  the  order  of  sessions  varied 
from  the  form  of  the  writ.  The 
oertiorari  called  upon  the  justices 
to  return  all  documents  relating 
to  an  appeal  between  the  Inhabit- 
ants of  St.  Olave,  Southwark, 
and  St  Mary,  Dermondsey,  where- 
as the  return  was  made  of  docu- 
ments relating  to  an  appeal  be- 
tween the  Churchwardens  and 
Overeeere  of  St.  Olave,  South- 
wark, and  St.  Mary,  Bermondsey. 
This,  he  contended,  was  a  misde- 
Bcription  in  the  writ  of  the  docu- 


ments to  be  brought  up,  and  cited 
2  NoIan,591 ;  Rex  v.  Hedinghamy 
Burr.  S.  C.  112;  Rex  v.  Barking, 
2  Salk.  552;  Reg.  v.  PUnt,  2  Ld. 
Ra3rmond,  820 ;  Reg.  v.  Colbeck, 
12  A.  &  £.  161.  Montagu 
Chambers  and  Corner,  contri, 
cited  Reg.  v.  Fordham,  11  A.  & 
E.  73.  The  Court  held  that 
there  was  no  variance,  the  appeal 
being  by  the  parish  ofRcers,  as 
the  agents,  and  on  behalf  of  the 
inhabitants;  the  writ  also  being 
in  conformity  with  the  invariable 
practice. 

{b)  Ante,  p.  90. 
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1844. 
The  Queen 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 

St.  Olave, 

southwark. 


house.]  The  contrary  was  held  in  St.  Mary^le-Mcr^  ▼• 
Ileavytree  (/i),  where  this  Court  thought  the  rating 
house,  without  a  rate  on  tlie  person  of  the  occupier^ 
sufficient  to  make  a  settlement.  He  cited,  also,  Rex 
Rainham{h)  and  Bex  v.  Edgbast(m{e).  ^Coleridge, 
IIow  does  it  ai)ixjjir  that  any  rate  was  made  during 
occupation,  he  was  only  there  seven  months  ?  He  mi| 
have  paid  the  day  afler  he  came  in.]  If  premises 
obviously  rated  and  occupied,  it  is  a  fair  inference  th<&^ 
the  occupier  is  the  person  rated,  as  it  is  essentially 
occupier's  tax. 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — We  cannot  draw  any  such  in^^ 
ference. 


Patteson,  Williams,  and  Coleridge,  Js.,conca 


Order  of  sessions  quashed  « 


(a)  2  Salk.  478.  (b)  5  T.  R.  240.  (c)  6  T.  R. 


The  Queen  v.  Wilson  and  Others. 

In  Hilary  Term  (a),  Newton  applied  for  a  nde  nisi 
ing  upon  the  justices  of  Gloucestershire,  and  George  W 
son,  William  Iloltham,  and  nine  others  (naming  t] 
to  shew  C41U3C  why  a  writ  of  certiorari  should  not  i 


:0t 


May  2nd. 

Where  an  in- 
dictment for 
forcible  entry 
found  at  the 
quarter  ses- 
sions had  been 
quashed  by  a  , 

subsequent  ses-  directed  to  the  said  justices,  to  remove  into  this  Cou^- 

Court  granted     ^^  indictment  for  certain  forcible  entries,  assaults,  rio 

a  certiorari  to     ^^^  misdemeanors,  whereof  the  said  Geonre  AVllsc^^^^ 

bnng  up  the  ® 

indictment,  in     &c,,  wcrc.  Oil  the  prosccution  of  Augustus  Ncwtou, 

order  that  the 

Court  might  see 

what  had  been  done  upon  it  at  the  sessions ;  it  not  appearing  whether  it  had  been  quashed  ^<^ 

a  regular  judgment,  so  as  to  enable  the  prosecutor  to  bring  a  writ  of  error  on  the  jndgmec^' 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  Paitesonf  and  ^i/Ztams,  Js. 
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lem  indicted,  together  with  all  proceedings  there*         1844. 

ppeared  by  the  affidavits,  that  the  indictment  was  «^- 

at  the  Michaelmas  Sessions  for  the  county  of 
ester,  1843.  It  contained  three  counts :  1,  Against 
defendants,  for  a  forcible  entry,  assault,  and  un- 
imprisonment  of  Mr.  Newton ;  2,  Agidnst  Wilson 
oltham  only,  for  the  same  offences ;  3,  Against  all 
fendants,  for  a  riot  and  assault.  That  a  certificate 
indictment  was  applied  for  by  the  prosecutor,  on 
he  obtained  warrants,  and  all  the  defendants,  ex- 
le,  appeared  before  the  magistrates  at  Cheltenham, 
itered  into  recognizances,  with  sureties,  for  their 
ance  at  the  then  next  sessions,  to  answer  the  in- 
mt.  The  defendants  appeared  at  the  Epiphany 
as,  when,  on  the  indictment  being  read,  their 
1,  before  plea,  moved  to  quash  the  indictment,  on 
>und  that  the  defendants  would  be  put  to  incon- 
ce  by  the  joinder  of  different  offenders  in  the  diffe- 
>unts  of  the  indictment,  and  cited  Rex  v.  Kings- 
.  The  sessions  thereupon  quashed  the  indictment, 
dercd  the  defendants  and  their  sureties  to  be  dis- 
d;  and  the  clerk  of  the  peace  made  an  entry  in 
Qute-book  of  the  decision  of  the  sessions  accord* 


1  Denman,  C.  J. — We  think  you  ought  to  have 
on  the  sole  question  whether  the  Court  of  quarter 
s  has  the  power  of  quashing  indictments  at  alL 

Rule  nisi  granted. 

wesy  for  the  defendants,  now  shewed  cause. — 
I  not  the  proper  remedy.  The  sessions  have  pro- 
d  judgment,  and  there  is  no  instance  of  a  cer- 

{a)  8  East,  41. 


Thb  QuBBIf 
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1844.  tiorari  being  granted  in  order  to  take  objections  to  tlu 
record  after  a  judgment  has  been  pronounced  upon  ai 
V,  indictment.     The  proper  course  is  to  bring  a  writ  o 

error  upon  it.  2  Hawkins^  P.  C.  c  27,  s.  31;  1  Chitf 
Crim.  Law,  747 :  Price  v.  Tlie  King  (a),  Long^s  case  (ft) 
Rax  V.  Jackson  (c),  Bex  v.  Seaton  (rf),  Bex  v.  Penm 
goes  (e),  Rex  v.  Gar  side  and  MosJey  (f). 

But  the  sessions  have  jurisdiction  to  quash  indict 
mcnts.  The  only  passage  to  the  contrary  is  in  Archbold' 
Criminal  Law,  (by  Jervis),  8th  ed.,  p.  64 :  "  The  appli 
cation  to  quash  an  indictment  is  made  to  the  Court  whei 
the  bill  is  found,  except  in  cases  of  indictments  at  see 
sions,  or  in  other  inferior  courts,  in  which  cases  the  ap 
plication  is  made  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  tfa 
record  being  previously  removed  there  by  certiorari. 
But  he  states  no  authority  for  the  position,  and  the  fire 
part  is  notoriously  incorrect,  as  coroners'  inqnisitionf 
and  indictments  found  at  former  assizes,  are  constant!; 
quashed  on  motion  at  the  assizes  where  a  party  appcan 
All  the  other  authorities  treat  of  the  power  to  quaa 
generally,  and  without  excepting  the  quarter  sessions. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  quarter  sessions  depends  o 
the  commission  of  the  peace,  a  precedent  of  which  i 
given  in  4  Chitty's  Criminal  Law,  p.  128.  The  fin 
clause  applies  generally  to  all  indictments ;  then  follow; 
one  directing  them  to  inspect  and  deal  with  indictmeni 
found  at  a  previous  session.  That  commission  is  large 
*  than  that  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  general  gaol  deliver) 
which  has  only  ihe  first  clause.  But  it  was  neve 
doubted  that  a  Judge  at  the  assizes  could  quash  a 
indictment;    Sir  William   Withipole^s   case(g),  Bex  ^ 


(a)  Cro.  Jac.  404.  (e)  1  B.  &  C.  112. 

(6)  Cro.  Eliz.  589.  (/)  2  A.  &  E.  266. 

(c)  6  T.  R.  145.  (g)  Cro.  Car.  147. 

(d)  7  T.  R.  373. 
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r'€i{a)y  Regina  v.  Bigby  (b),  Regina  v.  Norton  (c) ;  and         1844. 
mere'  inquisitions  are  quashed  continually.     [Patte- 
J. — ^What  would  the  entry  be  at  the  sessions?]  »• 

-  ,    ,  ,  .  Wilson. 

i  entry  at  sessions  is  not  the  record,  but  only  a  mi- 
5  for  future  proceedings  {d).  It  would  be,  as  to  a 
iirrer,  that  the  indictment  was  quashed,  and  that  the 
ixidant  should  go  thereof  without  day.  \_Wiffhtmanf 
-The  old  form  was  "  cassetur  billa,^  Lord  Denman^ 
r. — ^When  this  Court  quashes  an  indictment,  there  is 
intry.  PattesoUy  J. — The  mode  of  demurring  to  an 
rmation  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto  used  to  be  to 
'e  to  quash.]  That  is.  the  practice  in  appeals.  Rook^ 
iPs  case  {e)  and  FritKs  case  [f)  clearly  shew  the 
it  to  quash  an  indictment,  and  that  the  motion  to 
sh  must  be  before  plea ;  the  authority  is  also  con- 
ted  by  Rex  v.  Wheathy  (g)y  Rex  v.  Weston  (A),  Anony- 
's  (i).  Rex  V.  Young  (A:),  which  shew  that  it  is  discre- 
ary  with  the  Court  to  quash  where  the  defendant 
'  be  confounded  in  his  defence.  Rex  v.  Kingston 
others  (/)  is  directly  in  point,  for  Lord  JEilenborough, 
^•9  says,  that  the  inconvenience  which  might  arise  at 
trial,  from  joining  different  counts  against  different 
Meiers,  would  be  good  ground  of  application  to  the 
^^  to  quash  the  indictment.  The  1  Geo.  4,  c.  4, 
*  not  take  away  the  jurisdiction  to  quash.  The  only 
-t;  of  that  statute  is  to  compel  defendants  to  try  at 
<^ext  sessions,  and  the  term  ^^  plead,"  in  that  statute, 
^des  every  means  of  defence  or  objection  that  a  de- 
l^nt  has  to  make. 


0   1  Stork.  Cr.  PL  301.  (/)  1  Leach,  10. 

0   8  C.  &  P.  770.  Iff)  2  Burr.  1125. 

0    Id.  196.  (h)  1  Str.623. 

*)  Rex  V.  Yeoveleyy  8  A.  &         (»)  6  Mod.  210. 

^Oe.  {k)  3  T.  R.  106. 

«)  4  St.  Tr.  673;  1  Stork.  C.  (/)  8  East,  41. 
^99. 
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Thv  Qubbn 


1844.  Keathiff,  for  the  justices,  stated  that  he  was  iiistnictedE::^^ 

to  appear  out  of  respect  to  the  Court;  that  the  justic 
V.    ~'     had  acted  to  the  best  of  their  judgment,  on  the  belief  Unfe;*. 
they  had  jurisdiction,  but  had  no  other  interest  in 
matter. 


Netftmiy  contri. — The  sessions  had  only  j 
to  try,  not  to  quash  the  indictment     If  it  was  bad, 
defendants  should  have  demurred  to  it.     If  it  was  i 
properly  quashed,  that  is,  if  the  order  for  quashii^  i' 
was  a  nullity,  the  indictment  is  in  the  same  condition  s= 
if  it  never  had  been  quashed  at  all,  and  therefore  i- 
should  be  removed  into  this  Court,  which  will  then  hv 
the  opportunity  of  sending  it  down  to  be  tried  by  a 
at  the  assizes.     lie  cited  Bex  v.  Tfie  Justices  of  die  Wi 
Riding  {a\  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Hampshire  {b)^  sD' 
Regina  v.  Taylor  (c). 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — It  seems  to  the  Court 
this  rule  must  be  absolute.     If  this  indictment  has 
quashed  by  a  regular  judgment,  the  prosecutor 
bring  error  on  that  judgment;  but  if  it  has  been  d 
with  merely  by  an  order  of  sessions,  we  ought  to 
what  that  order  is. 


Patteson,  Williams,  and  Wigiitman,  J8.,ooncu 


Rule  absolute- 


(tf)  5  T.  R.  C29.  {b)  9  Dowl.  171.  (c)  Id.  600- 


EASTER  TERM,  7  VICT.  195 

1844. 

Ex  parte  The  Duke  of  Marlborough.  May  Ith. 

JL  H  ESIGER,    Solicitor-General,    (with   whom   were  The  Court  will 
Erl^  and  Robhison),  applied  on  the  jmrt  of  the  Duke  of  crimima  infor- 
Max-lborough,  lord-lieutenant  of  the  county  of  Oxford,  ™*Jj^"/oken 
ancl    a  magistrate  of  that  county,  for  a  rule  calling  on  of  a  magistrate, 

-f"  ^^-m  1  .     .  imputing  to  him 

1^-     C  Humfrey,  Esq.,  to  shew  cause  why  a  criminal  oppression  or 


Lion  should  not  be  filed  against  him,  for  having  hUoffidiOcapa. 
in  a  speech  at  the  last  election  for  the  borough  of  fi^ ;  unless 

__  ^  ^  °  they  tend  to 

VV  oodfltock,  certain  slanderous  and  defamatory  words  of  provoke  a 
•^d    concerning  the  said  Duke  in  his  capacity  as  a  ma-  peace,  or  unless 

The  language  complained  of  used  by  Mr.  Ilumfrey,  at  the  time  he  is 
®*    set  out  on  affidavits,  was  as  follows : — "  There  is  a  performance  of 
™aii  named  Harris;  this  Harris  was  a  respectable  man,  tocauwanob- 
^^t^  not  rich ;  he  held  a  cottage  under  the  Duke,  and  J^^^'J}  j^**"* 
^^Pt  a  horse.     One  day  he  took  this  horse  to  wat<5r  at  **<»• 
*   pit^  to  which  he  certainly  had  no  legal  right  to  go, 
*^d  T.  Slingo,  the  Duke's  hay  ward,  passing  by,  took  up 
™^  horse  to  put  it  into  the  pound.     Harris  touched  the 
°*^^^se  with  his  whip,  and  it  broke  from  the  hayward's 
^**^3tody,  and,   naturally  enough,  ran  back  to  its  own 
*^1>1«.     Harris  was  summoned  for  rescuing  the  horse, 
^^  committing  breach  of  pound;  he  was  fined  one  shil- 
^S>  and  the  costs,  which  amounted  to  nineteen  shillings 
^^    sixpence.     This  was  more  than  he  could  pay,  and 
^  "^Vent  to  gaol.     When  he  was  in  gaol  his  creditors 
upon  him ;  his  proi)erty  was  seized,  and  sold  under 
Execution.     He  became  a  ruined  man,  and  is  now  at 
^***c  upon  the  roads.     Before  he  was  fined,  two  magis- 
7^^^^«  refused  to  find  him  guilty.     Two  magistrates,  be- 
'^^    whom  he  was  brought,  refused  to  convict  him,  be- 
^^^  they  thought  that  the  hay  ward  had   somewhat 
,^^^eded  his  duty.      He  was  then  brought  before  the 
^^c,  a  fit  judge  in  his  own  cause ;  and,  sitting  on  his 
*^   dog-kennel,  with  a  gliUis  of  ale  in  his  hand,  the 
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1844.        Duke  of  Marlborough  himself  convicted  Harris,  and  se 

^7^      him  to  gaoL" 

The  Duke  of         There  were  several  other  passages  set  out  in  th6  affid 

BOROUGH,      vits^  reflecting  on  the  character  and  conduct  of  the  Dul 

but  had  not  reference  to  his  conduct  as  a  magistrate. 

The  affidavits  on  which  the  rule  was  moved  denied  t 

truth  of  all  the  statements  in  the  passages  above  refeir 

to.     And,  with  reference  to  the  case  of  Harris,  state 

that  he  was  not  a  tenant  to  the  Duke  at  the  time  allege 

that  Slingo  was  not  the  hayward  of  the  Duke,  but 

person  appointed  by  the  surveyor  of  the  highways ;  a: 

that  no  magistrate  ever  refused  to  convict  Harris.    1 

was  convicted  by  four  magistrates,  the  Duke  being  oi 

at- a  petty  sessions,  held  on  that  occasion  at  a  place  call 

"  The  Kennel  Farm,"  and  fined,  the  fin<i  being  reduoi 

at  the  Duke's  suggestion,  to  one  shilling;  and  upon  Ha 

ris  refusing  to  pay  the  fine  and  the  costs,  he  was  co= 

mitted  to  prison. 

Lord  DeNxMAN,  C.  J. — This  is  an  application  to  t 
Court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  extraordinary  jurisdictic 
to  issue  a  criminal  information  in  respect  of  worn 
uttered  concerning  the  Duke  of  Marlborough.  The 
words  are  certainly  words  of  grievous  imputation — ^mc 
grievous  in  the  charges  which  they  convey;  and  I  do  n 
wonder  that  the  Duke  of  Marlborough  takes  the  earlic 
opportunity  of  taking  that  course  of  proceeding  whi- 
the  law  allows,  and  coming  here  to  deny  those  charge 
and  to  ask  for  that  interposition  of  the  authority  of  tl: 
Court,  in  the  way  sometimes  granted  to  subjects  of  tl 
realm,  where  such  a  course  has  been  deemed  necessa: 
for  their  protection.  The  question  here  is,  wheth 
these  words  are  so  injurious  to  the  character  of  the  Duk 
in  his  capacity  of  a  magistrate,  that  we  ought  to  direcl 
criminal  information  to  issue.  With  resi^ect  to  the  thr 
last  statcmentij  which  fonn  the  sulyect  of  complaint,  it 
clear,  on  all  the  authorities,  that  these  statements,  beii 
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merely  words  spoken,  are  not  the  proper  subject  of  a         i844. 
criminal  information,  unless  they  can  be  converted  into       „    ^  ^ 

*^  £iZ  parte 

an  offence  of  another  description,  a  matter  of  misde-    The  Duke  of 
meanour,  as  an  endeavour  to  provoke  a  breach  of  the      borough. 
peace,  either  by  the  threat  of  immediate  personal  vio- 
lence, or  by  provoking  a  man  to  send  a  challenge. 

The  words  on  which  we  have  felt  some  doubt,  whether 
this  rule  ought  not  to  be  granted,  are  those  with  respect  to 
the  charges  agunst  the  Duke  of  Marlborough  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  his  office  as  a  magistrate.     The  denial  of  these 
charges  is  complete ;  but  we  do  not  find  that  there  is  any 
instance  of  this  Court  interfering  for  the  purpose  of 
granting  a  criminal  information  in  such  a  case.    There  are 
many  cases  in  which  this  Court  has  said  distinctly,  that, 
in  the  case  of  words  spoken,  unless  the  words  are  spoken 
of  a  magistrate  at  the  time  that  he  is  engaged  in  the  per- 
formance of  his  duty,  the  Court  will  not  interfere ;  and, 
I  take  it  that  we  do  interfere  on  such  an  occasion  as 
that  which  I  have  referred  to,  because  words  so  uttered 
ore  a  direct  obstruction  to  the  course  of  justice;  and  be- 
cause the  uttering  of  them  under  such  circumstances  is 
an  offence  which  may  indeed  be  visited  by  the  magistrate 
himself  at  the  moment,  as  an  offence  against  his  Court, 
but  which  it  is  more  expedient  should  not  be  so  visited, 
but  should  be  made  the  subject  of  an  application  for  the 
interposition  of  this  Court.     But  there  is  no  case  which 
says  directly,  that  where  by  words  spoken  a  charge  is 
made  against  a  magistrate  of  acting  corruptly  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duties  as  a  magistrate,  this  Court  will  in- 
terfere to  protect  him.     Mr.  Starkie,  in  his  work  on 
libel,  published  in  1830,  uses  an  expression  which  seems 
to  indicate  his  opinion  that  in  such  cases  this  Court  would 
interfere-     He  says  (a) — "  The  case  might  fall  under 
a  very  different  consideration  if  the  magistrate  were  to 

(a)  Vol.  2,  p.  199. 


Marl- 

BOROUGH. 
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1844.         be  charged  with  some  specific  act  of  oppression  or 
"^  ruption  in  his  ludicial  ctipacity."     Such  is  the  chi 

The  Duke  of  made  here;  but  tlie  expression  of  Mr.  Starkie  is  not 
more  than  the  statement  of  a  doubtful  opinion,  and  lie 
does  not  cite  any  case  as  an  authority  for  that  expres- 
sion. I  own  that  I  expected  to  be  furnished  with  cases 
in  which  this  Court  had  stopped  short  of  interference, 
and  which  would  have  been  commented  on  by  the  Soli- 
citor-GeneraJ,  to  shew  that  they  could  not  apply  to  this 
case;  and  the  only  reason  why  they  were  not  so  presented 
to  us  is,  that  there  have  not  been  any  opinions  cxprefise<l 
or  even  dicta  uttered  by  the  Court  that  could  fumiBt 
authority  for  granting  this  application. 

It  is,  therefore,  clear  that  we  cannot  grant  it  without 
creating  a  precedent     That  would  be  liighly  improp^^r 
where  the  practice  of  the  Court  has  been  known  for  » 
long  series  of  years.     We  cannot  now  set  an  example  of 
a  new  mode  of  proceeding,  without  being  satisfied  tH^^ 
we  arc  fully  justified  in  so  doing  by  the  law  of  the  lai*^ 
Independently  of  any  other  grounds,  in  the  absence    ^* 
authority,  and  in  the  belief  that  it  is  unwise  to  ni3l^^ 
mere  words  uttered  on  any  occasion  amount  to  a  cri 
from  tlie  difficulties  that  may  exist  in  the  proof  of 
words,  and  from  the  fact  that  so  many  circiunstaa^^^^ 
may  exist  which  afford  an  opportunity  for  explaining 
words,  I  think  that  we  cannot  direct  this  information, 
be  filed.     Tlie  words  by  themselves  may  convey  an  i 
putation,  but  they  nmst  be  taken  together  with  the 
cumstances  in  which  thev  were  utt43red,  and  connect^ 
with  other  expressions  used  at  the  same  time,  which  m 
explain  and  qualify  them.     The  Court  cannot  act 
way  of  criminal  information  on  that  which  must  depcH^^ 
entirely  on  oral  evidence.     For  these  reasons,  and  witb^^ 
out  referring  to  others  to  which  I  might  have  adverted 
I  am  of  ojrinion  that  we  cannot  interfere  in  this  case  with- 
out setting  an  example  which  in  itself  would  be  much  to 


^ 
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>recated,  and  which  might  as  a  consequence  lead         1344. 
ng  inquiry,  which  w^ould  be  most  inconvenient  and       "     ^ 
^factory  in  its  results  both  as  to  truth  and  justice.    The  Dake  of 
%t  ground,  and  on  that  only,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
^plication  ought  to  be  refused. 

TTESON,  Williams,  and  Wightman,   Js.,    con- 

Rule  refused. 


Marl- 
borough. 


Ex  parte  Andrews.  J^fay  7th. 

iIjER  applied  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  Ri-  The  Court  will 

A     J  i_  1  J.V  5  J.       'i-i     not  admit  to 

Andrews,  charged  on  the  coroner  s  warrant  with  1,^^  ^  prisoner 
xrder  of  his  daughter,  should  not  be  admitted  to  committed  on  a 

°  ^  ^  charge  of  mur- 

ifbre  a  magistrate  in  the  country.     A  biU  for  mur-  der,  after  a  bill 

/»         1  ,        1  1   .  11  •         n       of  indictment 

Bis  iound  by  the  grand  jury  at  the  last  assizes  lor  has  been  found 
►Unty  of  Warwick;  but,  in  consequence  of  the  ill-  the  grand  jury. 
^f  two  material  ^vitnesses,  u{)on  api)lication  made  on 
f  of  the  prosecution,  the  trial  was  postponed.  Ap- 
•ion  was  then  made  to  Gumei/y  B.,  to  admit  the  pri- 
to  bail,  but  was  refused.  The  depositions  taken 
e  the  coroner  shewed  that  the  evidence  in  support 
le  charge  of  murder  was  not  very  strong.  [He 
the  cases  noticed  in  the  judgment.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

lOHTMAN,  J. — No  instance  of  an  application  similar 
idy  to  the  present  in  its  circumstances  was  brought 
e  me  when  tliis  motion  was  made,  but  Mr.  Miller . 
1  upon  the  practice  of  this  Court,  of  holding  to  bail 
the  coroner's  inquisition,  as  an  authority  in  his  fa- 
He  also  cited  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Scaife  and 
(a),  but  that  is  distinguishable,  inasmuch  as  the 
;e  there  made  against  the  prisoners  was  for  having 

{a)  9  Dowl.  553. 
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1844.        coining  moulds  in  their  possession,  which  was  not   ISMe 
Ex  parte      ^®  present,  a  capital  felony.     With  respect  to  the  prau^- 
Andrews,     tice  of  bailing,  where  a  party  is  committed  upon  tbe 
coroner's  inquisition,  I  think  that  stands  on  a  very  dii- 
ferent  footing  from  the  present  case.     The  Court  ihex^ 
can  have  before  it  the  depositions  on  which  the  chaig* 
is  founded,  and  can  see  what  are  the  grounds  upovi 
which  the  conclusion  of  the  jury  has  been  come  to,  umO 
form  a  judgment  as  to  its  correctness.    But  where  a  tn»^ 
bill  has  been  found  by  a  grand  jury,  that  cannot  be  don^^ 
for  we  cannot  discover  upon  what  evidence  they  actecSL 
The  case  of  Lord  Mohun  {a)  is  directly  in  point    Tti.^ 
Court  there  said,  *'  If  a  man  be  found  guilty  of  murd^ir 
by  the  coroner's  inquest,  we  sometimes  bail  him,  becauo* 
the  coroner  proceeds  upon  depositions  taken  in  writingf 
which  we  may  look  into ;  otherwise,  if  a  man  be  foum^ 
guilty  of  murder  by  a  grand  jury ;  because  the  Con*^ 
cannot  take  notice  of  their  evidence,  which  they,  by  tbd^ 
oath,  are  bound  to  conceaL"  There  are  other  cases  on  ^^ 
subject,  but  I  observe  that  all  the  decisions  are  unifof*^ 
against  this  application;  for  in  Bacon's  AbridgmcX**^ 
"Bail  in  Criminal  Cases,"  D.,  there  is  another  in  tb®^ 
words:  "Nor  will  they  bail  after  a  bill  for  murd^^ 
found,  though  the  fact  was  plainly  manslaughter," 
of  Kirk  and  Case,  ^Regina  v.  Chapman  {b)  and  ReginiM' 
Guttridge{c)  are  later  cases  where  applications  simi 
to  the  present  have  been  refused  on  the  ground  th*'*' 
true  bill  had  been  returned  by  the  grand  jury, 
authorities  appear  to  me  conclusive,  but  I  may 
.  that,  in  this  very  case,  an  application  to  the  same  eff^^ 
was  made  to  Gumeyy  B.,  at  the  assizes  at  Warwick,  W^^ 
refused  to  grant  it.     Under  these  circumstances,  in  t^^ 
absence  of  any  authority  to  support  it,   the  moti^^ 

must  be  refused. 

Rule  refused* 

(a)  1  Salk.  104.  (6)  8  C.  &  P.  558.  (c)  9  C.  &  P.  22^- 
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The  Queen  v.  W.  S.  Wood,  Esq.  Mt^  7th. 

^  Michaelmas  Term  Sir  G.  Lewin  had  obtained  a  rule  The  ptrbh  of 

•  ^  A*  WS8  divided 

n  tor  a  mandamus,  commanding  the  defendant,  a  ma-  into  the  upper 

Jtrate  of  the  county  of  Hereford,  to  join  and  concur  JS>n  i^d^for*" 

&  r.  Hamp,  Esq.,  another  magistrate  of  the  same  the  last  twenty- 

.                    .                                                1  •   1  fiveyeanainr- 

inty,  in  granting  two  distress-warrants  to  levy  high-  veyor  had  been 

appointed  for 

J  rates.  each  dirWon  to 

•t  appeared  by  the  affidavits,  that  Thomas  Jones  had  ^^^^' 

'■^  appointed  surveyor  of  the  highways  for  the  upper  the  whole  pa- 

ision  of  the  parish  of  Abbeydore,  and  William  Da-  gnrveyorof  the 

i  surveyor  for  the  lower  division  of  the  same  parish,  ^J^.  foTiS»' 

1  they  had  jointly  made  a  amgle  rate  for  the  whole  ^7*^-    '^T** 

.           "^                       .  ratepayer!  in 

isK.     The  practice,  for  twenty-five  years,  had  been  the  lower  divi- 

the  surveyor,  in  each  district,  to  collect  the  rate  in  pay  their  rates 

district;  but  the  rate  had  always  been  one  over  aU'  J^jjj^i^  ^^ 

parish,  which  was  not  divided  for  the  purposes  of  the  *^«  ^^a^J^  ^ 

t'W'ays.     Morgan  and  Gwillim  were  the  occupiers  of  that  this  Court 

i  in  the  lower  division  of  the  parish,  and  they  refused  rman^kmS^ 

pay  to  Davies  the  amount  at  which  they  were  assessed  co™P«l  ^]^^  ™*- 

^      ^                                      ^                           -^  gistrate  to  con- 

the  highway  rate.     Davies  applied  to  a  bench  of  ma-  cur  with  ano- 

**ates,  consisting  of  Mr.  Wood,  Mr.  Hamp,  and  three  to  grant  dis. 

'©i^  for  distress-warrants,  who,  after  hearing  the  case,  ^^"j^jJdS^ 

^^aissed  the  complaint;  all  of  them,  except  Mr.  Hamp,  ^^^[^ 

^curred  in  so  doing.  Mr.  Hamp  then  desired  Davies  to  D. 
^sk  Mr.  Wood  to  join  him  in  granting  a  distress-war- 
^%  which  Mr.  Wood  refused.  An  arrangement  was 
^  before  the  magistrates,  that  the  rates  should  be 
^  to  Jones,  on  account  of  Davies,  who  was  insolvent, 
)  the  rates  had  been  so  paid  before  the  rule  for  a  man- 
^us  had  been  obtained. 

Talfourd,  Seijt,  and  Greavesy  shewed  cause. — This 
e  must  be  discharged.  The  appointment  of  survey- 
i  is  clearly  bad.     The  5  &  6  Will  4,  c  50,  only  au- 

VOU  I.  P  N.  8.  C. 
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1844. 


TuK  Queen 

V. 

Wood. 


thoriset)  the  appointment  for  the  whole  of  a  district  main- 
taining its  highways.  Here  the  appointment  is  for  part 
of  the  parish  (a).  The  appointment  being  bad,  the  rate 
is  also  bad,  and  the  magistrates  would  be  liable  to  tres- 
pass for  levying  it.  But,  assuming  the  appointments 
and  rate  to  be  good,  then  the  payment  to  Jones  is  a  dis- 
charge of  the  rate,  as  each  surveyor  is  entitled  to  receive 
payment  (&).  The  application,  also,  is  wrong  in  point  of 
form;  the  mandamus  ought  to  have  been  applied  for 
against  all  the  justices,  and  not  against  one,  to  concur 
with  Mr.  Hamp  (c).     [They  were  then  stopped.] 


Sir  G.  Lewin^  contrd,  contended,  that,  as  the  survey- 
ors had  been  appointed  for  the  separate  divisions  for 
twenty-five  years,  the  Court  would  not  go  into  the  in- 
quiry, whether  they  were  properly  appointed,  nor  whe- 
ther the  parish  or  district  was  liable  to  repair  the  roads, 
as  the  magistrates  had  given  no  reason  for  their  refusaL 


Per  Curiam  (d). 


(a)  Rex  V.  Severn^  Sayer,  278; 
Rex  V.  Morris^  4  T.  R.  550. 

{h)  SeeperLordJiTeiiyonyC.J., 
Rexv.Benn.eT.  R.  198. 

(c)  See  Anonymous,    2   Chit. 


Rule  discharged* 

254;  2tex  v.  Edlasion,  1  N.  &  P. 
20. 

(d)  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  Pa<- 
tesonf  Willianu,  and  Wiffhtman^Ju, 


EASTER  TERM,  7  VICT.  203 

1844. 
The  Queen  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Com-     May  loth. 

PANY, 

JL  HE  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company,  in  and  by  a  a  raUway  coin- 
certain  rate  made  for  the  relief  of  tlie  poor  of  the  parish  P*^^'  formed 

*  ^  under  stat. 

of  Leighford,  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  on  the  6th  day  3  Will.  4, 

c  zxziv   were 

of  August,  1843,  were  rated  in  respect  of  the  Grand  empowered  to 

Junction  Railway  passing  through  the  said  parish,  and  J^d^^trac? 

land  adjoining,  in  the  sum  of  £1050.     Upon  appeal  *  railway  there- 

duly  made  against  the  said  assessment,  the  sessions  con-  take  certain 

firmed  the  rate,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  fares  for  goods 

upon  the  foUowIng  case :-  ^l  {^3^' 

The  appellants  were  incorporated,  and  the  Grand  ^"°aJd^" 
Junction  Railway  formed,  by  and  under  an  act,  3  Will.  ^^^^^^^^^ 
4,  c.  xxxiv,  (local,  personal,  and  public),  altered,  amend-  thereof  as  the 
ed,  and  extended  by  other  acts  of  Parliament,  namely,  fix.  And  when 

the  company 
tliemselvefl  acted  as  carriers  for  their  own  profit,  (which  they  were  empowered  to  do),  they 
were  to  keep  separate  accounts  of  the  tolls  which  they  did  receive,  and  of  the  tolls  which 
they  would  oaTe  received  for  the  passengers,  &c.,  if  they  had  been  carried  by  other  persons. 
All  persons  had  liberty  to  use  the  railway  with  carriages,  subject  to  r^ulations  by  the 
company,  and  on  payment  of  toll  to  them.  The  railway  was  used  partly  by  the  company, 
aa  carriers  of  goods  and  passengers  for  their  own  profit,  and  partly  by  other  companies,  who 
paid  tolls  to  them  for  the  use  of  it: — 

Held,  that  the  company  were  rateable  for  their  railway  at  an  amount  equal  to  the  rent 
iirhich  a  lessee  would  pay,  making  the  same  uses  of  the  railway  as  the  company;  [that  is, 
that  the  company  were  rateable,  after  due  deductions  according  to  the  Parochial  Assessment 
Act,  (6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  96,  s.  1),  on  the  sums  which  they  received  as  fares  and  tonnage  for 
goods  and  passengers  which  they  carried,  as  well  as  on  the  amount  of  tolls  which  they  re- 
cxiTed  from  other  carriers  on  their  railway ;]  and  that  an  estimate  of  the  company's  liability, 
ibimded  on  the  amount  chargeable  in  respect  of  tolls  only,  was  erroneous. 

The  parish  officers  adopted,  and  the  sessions  approved  the  following;  mode  of  calculating 
the  net  annual  value  of  the  company's  rateable  property  in  their  parish. 

They  ascertained  the  gross  receipts  of  the  company  for  one  year,  ;^440,366,  and  made 
therefrom  the  following  deductions : — 

1.  ^5  per  cent.,  for  interest  on  j^255,000,  the  capital  employed  in  engines,  carriages, 

and  other  moveable  stock,  in  their  business  as  carriers. 

2.  £20  per  cent.,  on  the  same  capital,  for  tenant's  profits  and  profits  of  trade. 

3.  j^l2  \0»,  per  cent.,  on  the  same,  for  the  depreciation  of  such  stock,  beyond  usual  re- 

pairs and  expenses. 

4.  iC^198,962,  for  the  annual  cost  of  conducting  the  business. 

5.  Jt9\b0,  for  the  land  occupied  by  stations  dnd  other  buildings,  separately  rated  in 

the  parishes  in  which  they  are  situate. 

6.  £30  per  mile,  for  the  reproduction  of  rails,  chairs,  sleepers,  &c. 

Held,  that  these  deductions  (the  reasonableness  in  amount  of  which  is  a  question  for  the 
•esdons)  included  all  that  was  properly  referable  to  the  trade,  as  distinguished  from  the 
increased  value  given  by  it  to  the  land,  and  that  the  balance  (jl'135,589)  was  properly  taken 
as  fairly  representing  the  rent  which  a  yearly  tenant  would  give  for  the  occupation  of  the 
railway. 

p2 
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4  WiU.  4,  c  iv ;  5  Will.  4,  c.  viii ;  5  Will.  4,  c.  ix ;  1. 
The  Quben  V'ict  c.  Hx ;  3  Vict.  c.  xlix ;  which  are  to  be  taken  tc 
^     JJ'  part  of  this  case  (a).     Under  these  several  acts,  not  o 

The  Grand     *^  ,  \ 

Junction      has  the  line  of  railway,  as  originally  contemplated,  fi 

Warrington  to  Birmingham,  been  constructed  and  opei 

for  public  use,  but  other  railways,  made  by  other  f 

ties,  from  Warrington  to  Newton,  and  from  Crewe 

Chester,  and  long  since  opened,  have  been  vested  in  i 

become  the  property  of  the  appellants,  and  these,  by 

provisions  of  the  said  acts,  or  some  of  them,  now  fc 

part  of  the  Grand  Junction  S^lway,  and  the  whole 

managed,  as  to  accounts  and  otherwise,  as  one  en 

business. 

Over  all  these  railways  so  constructed  and  open,  : 
also  over  the  Liverpool  and  Manchester  Railway 
tween  Newton  and  Liverpool  in  the  one  direction,  ; 
Newton  and  Manchester  in  the  other,  the  appellc 
themselves  exercise  the  right  of  being  carriers  on  tl 
own  account  of  passengers  and  goods,  providing  for  th< 
selves  stations  or  stopping-places,  locomotive-power,  < 
riages,  coke,  and  watering-places,  and  all  other  tU 
necessary  and  convenient  for  the  conveyance  of  pasi 
gers  and  goods,  and  charging  for  such  conveyance  : 
sonable  fares  and  freights  in  addition,  as  regards 
said  Grand  Junction  Railway,  to  the  tolls  or  tonn 
which  they  are  authorized  by  the  said  acts  to  take; 
by  this  carrying  trade,  as  well  as  by  the  tolls,  the  ap 
lants  make  profits. 

Other  parties  also  exercise  the  right  of  being  can 
over  various  parts  of  the  Grand  Junction  Railway,  t 
amongst  others,  over  that  part  which  is  in  the  respc 
ent  parish,  providing  for  themselves,  without  the  < 
sent  or  concurrence  of  the  appellants,  and  independe: 

(a)  The  material  sections  of    and    South- Western    Bai 
the  acts  are  similar  to  those  in  the    Company,  1  Q.  B.  R.  558; 
case  of  Regina  v.  The  London    &  D.  49 ;  2  Railway  Casesy 
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lem,  subject,  however,  to  the  control  of  the  appellants         1844. 
sr  the  provisions  of  the  s^id  several  acts  of  Parliament,    Thb  Quxsn 
also  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  several  acts  of    »p„  Grano 
lament  for  the  regulation  of  railways,  locomotive      Junction 
er,  carriages,  coke,  and  watering  places,  and  all  other 
^  necessary  and  convenient  for  the  conveyance  of 
engers  and  goods,  and  separate  stations  and  stopping- 
38  adjoining  the  railway,  and  the  needful  branches 
,  or  communications  with  the  same ;  and  they,  like 
Appellants,  make  profits  of  their  trade  so  carried  on 
[lem  over  the  railway :  and  they  pay  to  the  appellants 
oUa  or  tonnage  duly  fixed  by  the  appellants  pursuant 
le  said  acts,  or  some  of  them,  and  being  the  same 

as  form  the  basis  of  the  calculations  hereinafter 
tioned,  as  contended  for  by  the  appellants. 
.  third  class  of  carriers  over  the  Grrand  Junction  Rail- 
hire  from  the  Grand  Junction  Sailway  Company 
motive  engines,  and  the  use  of  stations,  &c,  but  find 
r  own  carriages;  and  they  likewise  make  profits  over 
nulway :  these  also  pay  to  the  appellants  the  said 

or  tonnage,  besides  a  compensation  for  the  use  of 
power,  stations,  and  other  accommodations  provided 
liem. 

he  total  length  of  so  much  of  the  Grand  Junction 
way  as  lies  between  Birmingham  and  Newton  is 
ty-four  miles,  and  from  Crewe  to  Chester  twenty- 
miles,  making  together  one  hundred  and  five  miles, 
the  distance  along  the  Liverpool  and  Manchester 
way  from  Newton  to  Liverpool  is  fifteen  miles,  and 
I  Newton  to  Manchester  sixteen  miles ;  the  length 
lilway  within  the  respondent  parish  is  one  mile,  and 
e  is  no  station,  stopping -place,  or  property  of  the 
sUants  other  than  the  railway  itself  in  the  said 
3h. 

he  appellants  have  duly  caused  toll-boards  or  lists 
e  made  and  published,  as  required  by  sections  165 
166  of  the  statute  first  above  mentioned.     The  ap* 
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1844.^  pellants  have  also  duly  kept  the  accounts  of  tolls,  as 

The  Queen  required  by  sections  19  and^O  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  Hx, 

The  Grand  ^^^  section  27  of  3  Vict.  c.  xlix;  and  free  access  has  been 

Junction  afforded  to  them  as  required  by  those  acts.    The  fares  and 

Railway  Co.      ,  «       ,  1 

charges  for  the  conveyance  of  passengers,  goods,  parcels, 
&c.,  by  the  appellants  as  carriers,  are  regulated  by  the 
number  of  miles  through  which  they  are  carried,  as  well 
as  by  weight,  bulk,  value,  &c,  and  various  other  circum- 
stances, in  like  manner  as  the  fares  and  chai^ges  of  other 
carriers.  The  gross  sirni  received  by  tlie  appellants  as 
tolls,  rates,  or  duties,  including  both  what  they  receive 
from  other  companies  or  persons  using  the  railway  as  car- 
riers, and  also  the  gross  sum  of  the  tolls,  rates,  or  duties, 
of  which  an  account  is  also  kept,  calculated  upon  all  the 
passengers,  goods,  &c.,  as  aforesaid,  carried  by  them  for 
their  own  profit,  added  together,  amount  actually  to  the 
sum  of  £1500,  in  respect  of  so  much  of  the  railway  as 
lies  in  the  respondent  parish,  for  the  current  year  of 
rating :  and  this  is  the  gross  produce  of  the  land  which 
the  appellants,  if  not  carriers,  or  which  a  leasee  of  the 
tolls,  rates,  and  duties  would  in  fact  have  received  as 
such  lessee,  howsoever,  or  by  whomsoever  the  carrying 
business  of  the  railway  was  conducted;  and  the  ap- 
pellants contended  that  this  sum,  (£1500),  so  found, 
ought  to  form  the  basis  of  any  rate  upon  them  in  re- 
spect of  their  rateable  property  in  the  respondent  parish. 
The  gross  yearly  receipts  of  the  company,  including 
as  well  the  tolls  actually  received  by  them  as  the  tolls, 
fares,  freights,  and  profits  of  every  kind  derived  by 
them  as  carriers  upon,  and  owners  of  the  Grand  Junc- 
tion Railway,  and  its  appurtenances,  in  all  the  parishes 
between  Birmingham  and  Newton,  and  Crewe  and 
Chester,  excluding  their  receipts  over  the  Liverpool  and 
Manchester,  and  other  railways  which  do  not  belong 
to  them,  but  for  passing  over  which,  as  carriers,  they 
pay  toll  in  the  same  way  as  the  indeiKjndent  carriers 
over  the  Grand  Junction  Railway;  and  including  also 
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the  profits  of  their  stock  in  trade  and  personal  property        1844. 
used  by  them  as  carriers  in  connexion  with  and  upon    j^^  Quebn 
the  entire  (jrand  Junction  Kailway,  and  their  workins:    „     ^ 

•^  °     The  Grand 

oyer  and  along  it;  and  also  the  rentS;  profits,  and  value  Junction 
of  all  their  stations  and  other  conveniences  at  and  be- 
tween Birmingham  and  Newton,  and  Chester  and 
Crewe,  are  agreed,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  to 
amount  to  the  sum  of  £440,366  for  the  current  year  of 
rating;  and  adopting  the  principle  of  a  mileage  division 
thereof,  that  is  to  say,  dividing  the  same  by  105,  being 
the  total  length  of  the  Grand  Junction  Railway,  the 
amount  is  £4193  (and  a  fraction)  in  respect  of  so  much 
thereof  as  lies  in  the  respondent  parish;  and  it  is  for  the 
purpose  of  the  present  case  admitted  that  the  mileage 
principle  of  division  is  fair  and  equal  as  respects  the  re- 
spondent parish. 

It  was  admitted  and  agreed,  (subject  to  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  as  to  the  propriety  and  principle  of  each  item 
of  deducdon),  that,  if  the  £1500  (that  is  to  say,  the 
amount  of  tolls)  is  to  be  adopted  as  the  basis  of  calcu- 
lation, then  the  full  net  annual  value  of  the  appellants' 
rateable  property  within  the  respondent  parish  will  be 
7122.  10«.,  being  the  £1500  minus  the  following  de- 
ductions which  the  Court  of  quarter  sessions  find  to  be 
reasonable  in  fact,  viz. — 

First,  £20  per  cent,  thereof  for  the  tenant's  subsist- 
ence and  profits,  regard  being  had  in  this  case  to 
the  extensive  amount  of  responsibility,  risk,  &c 
Secondly,  2L  10^.  per  cent,  for  the  collection  of  the 

tolls. 
Thirdly,  £350  per  mile  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
railway  with  the  works  and  fences,  and  for  gate- 
keepers,  and  aUo  for  engineering  and  poUce,  aa 
to  so  much  of  the  two  latter  items  as  are  fairly 
chargeable  on  the  proprietors  of  the  railway  as 
such. 
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1844.  Fourthly,  £70  per  mile  for  poor-rates,  highway 

Thb  QvBBir  rates,  church-rates,  and  tithe  commutation  rent- 

•«_   ^'  charge. 

Thb  Grand  -n- 

JuNonoN  Fifthly,  £30  per  mile  for  renewing  or  reproduc- 

ing those  portions  of  the  subject  of  tlie  rate 
which  are  of  a  perishable  nature,  such  as  the 
rails,  chairs^  sleepers,  &c,  when  rendered  neces- 
sary by  accident  or  decay. 
The  parish  officers  adopted,  and  the  Court  of  quarter 
sessions  sanctioned,  by  their  judgment,  a  different  mode 
of  arriying  at  the  net  annual  rateable  value  of  the  pro- 
perty of  the  appellants  in  the  parisL    They  ascertained 
the  gross  yearly  receipts  of  the  company  throughout  the 
railway  as  stated  above,  viz.  the  sum  of  £440,366,  and 
then  made  therefrom  the  following  deductions,  the  pro- 
priety, principle,  and  completeness  of  such  deductions, 
as  well  as  the  propriety  and  principle  of  the  respondents' 
mode  of  arriving  at  the  net  annual  rateable  value  of 
the  rateable  property  of  the  appellants  in  the  parish, 
being  referred  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court;  and  the 
Court  of  quarter  sessions  finding  such  deductions  to  be 
reasonable  in  fact,  viz. — 

First,  £5  per  cent.,  for  interest  on  £255,000,  being 
the  capital  necessary  for,  and  actually  invested  by 
the  appellants  in  the  purchase  of  engines,  car- 
riages, and  all  the  other  moveable  stock  neces- 
sary for  the  business  of  carriers  as  conducted  by 
them  in  manner  aforesud. 
Secondly,  £20  per  cent,  on  the  same  sum,  for 
the  tenant's  profits,  and  the  fair  profits  of  such 
trade  carried  on  by  means  of  so  large  a  capital, 
and  with  such  large  risks,  &c. 
Thirdly,  12i  lOj.  per  cent,  on  the  swd  last^men- 
tioned  sum,  as  the  f^r  annual  amount  of  the  de- 
preciation of  such  stock  considered  to  be  in  the 
hands  of  a  tenant  from  year  to  year,  beyond 
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all  needful  and  usual  annual  repairs  and  ex-         1844. 

P^^^^  The  Quebn 

fourthly,  £198,962  per  anniun,  being  the  appel-  ^' 

XHB  (7HAND 

lants'  reasonable  annual  cost  of  conducting  their  Junction 
business  during  the  same  year,  in  which  their 
earnings  as  aforesaid  amounted  to  £4193  per 
mile  in  Leighford ;  namely,  in  the  coaching  de- 
partment, wages  of  guards,  conductors,  porters, 
station-keepers,  clerks,  and  policemen,  repairs  of 
carriages,  trucks,  and  horse-boxes,  horsing,  par- 
cel-carts, oil,  grease,  &c.  for  carriages,  and  duty 
on  passengers,  &c. ;  and  in  the  merchandise  de- 
partment, salaries  and  wages  of  agents,  clerks, 
porters,  &c,  repairs  of  waggons,  &c.,  carriage 
of  live  stock,  and  expenses  in  both  departments, 
and  generally  locomotive  power,  engine-men's  and 
firemen's  wages,  engineering,  repairing,  and  cost 
of  materials,  including  coke,  maintenance  of  way, 
repairs  of  stations  and  buildings,  office  and  ge- 
neral expenses,  including  insurance,  and  adver- 
tising, charge  for  direction,  compensation  ac- 
count, rates  and  taxes,  law  expenses,  and  general 
petty  disbursements  attendant  on  the  several 
businesses  of  railway  owners  and  of  railway  car- 
riers. 

Fifthly,  as  the  stations,  offices,  stores,  and  build- 
ings, and  repairing  works  and  premises  through- 
out the  railway,  have  been  and  are  separately 
rated  in  the  several  parishes  in  which  they  are 
situated,  although  necessarily  used  and  occupied 
for  the  purposes  of,  and  in  connexion  with  it, 
and  the  oonduct  of  traffic  upon  it,  the  respond- 
ents further  deducted  the  fair  annual  value 
thereof^  viz.  £9150. 

Sixthly,  £30  per  mile  for  renewing  or  reproduc- 
ing rails,  chairs,  sleepers,  &c.,  as  before. 
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The  Queen 

V. 

The  Grand 

Junction 

Railway  Co. 


The  balance,  amounting  to  the  net  sum  of  £1359589> 
was  taken  to  be  the  net  annual  value  of  the  whole  railway, 
independently  of  the  stations  and  other  buildings,  &c, 
rated  separately ;  and  the  sessions  found,  as  an  inference 
from  the  above  facts,  that  the  railway  and  other  corpo- 
real hereditaments  of  the  company  in  connexion  with 
the  railway  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  let  to  a 
tenant  from  year  to  year  at  the  last-mentioned  sum  of 
£135,589,  exclusive  of  the  rent  of  the  stations  and* 
other  buildings  rated  separately,  such  tenant  being  aa- 
sumed  to  have  the  power  of  using  the  railway  and  all  its 
appurtenances,  now  the  property  of  the  company,  under 
the  same  circumstances  as  the  company,  and  with  no 
other  privileges  and  advantages  than  the  company  now 
possess.  The  principle  of  mileage  being  agreed  upon  by 
both  parties  as  fair  for  the  purposes  of  this  rate,  both  as 
applied  to  the  expenses  and  deductions,  as  well  as  re- 
ceipts, the  net  annual  rateable  value  of  so  much  of  tlie 
railway  as  lies  in  the  respondent  parish  is  to  be  taken 
at  £1050,  at  least,  supposing  the  principle  of  rating 
adopted  by  the  parish  officers  in  that  case  to  be  just  and 
correct 

Of  the  total  net  receipts  of  the  company  only  about 
£30,000  per  annum  arc  received  in  the  shape  of  tolls 
from  other  parties  using  the  railway  on  their  own  ac- 
count. 

All  the  other  rateable  property  in  the  respondent 
parish  is  rated  upon  an  estimate  of  the  net  annual 
value  thereof  within  the  meaning  of  the  Parochial  As- 
sessment Act  (a),  and  without  directly  taking  into  ac- 


(a)  The  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  GG, 
8.  1,  enacts,  **  that,  from  and  afler 
the  21  St  of  March,  1837,  no  rate 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  Eng- 
land and  Wales  shall  be  allowed 
by  any  justices,   or  be  of  any 


force,  which  shall  not  be  made 
upon  an  estimate  of  the  net  an- 
nu.il  value  of  the  several  heredi- 
taments rated  thereunto;  that  is 
to  say,  of  the  rent  at  which  the 
same   might  reasonably  be    ex- 
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count  any  receipts^  expenses,  or  allowances  having  refer- 
ence to  the  amount  of  actual  profit  made  thereon. 

The  appellants  have  not  any  stations  or  buildings  in 
the  respondent  parisli.  In  various  parishes  along  the 
line  of  railway,  the  parties  who,  as  before  mentioned,  use 
the  railway  as  carriers,  and  have  stations  with  buildings 
and  with  branches  into  the  railway,  and  other  conve- 
niences connected  with  the  railway,  are  not  rated  (in 
particular  parishes  or  elsewhere)  upon  or  in  respect  of,  or 
with  reference  to,  the  Grand  Junction  Rdlway,  but 
solely  for  their  stations.  The  appellants  derive  no  pe- 
cuniary profit  whatever  from  their  land  in  the  respond- 
ent parish,  except  from  the  tonnages  and  tolls,  and  from 
their  fares  and  other  receipts  hereinbefore  mentioned, 
and  their  trade  as  carriers  in  common  with  all  other  car- 
riers over  the  same,  if,  indeed,  these  latter  profits  are  to 
be  considered  as  profits  arising  from  the  land,  which  the 
appellants  contend  that  they  arc  not 

The  appellants  contend,  that,  even  supposing  the  rate 
to  be  founded  on  a  just  principle  and  proper  basis,  the 
deductions  allowed  by  the  respondents  do  not  include 
all  the  items  necessary  to  bring  out  the  net  annual  va- 
lue, that  is  to  say,  the  rent  at  which  what  the  respond- 
ents contend  is  the  s^pellants'  rateable  property  might 
reasonably  be  expected  to  let  from  year  to  year,  amongst 
which  omitted  deductions  the  appellants  instance,  by 
way  of  example,  an  annual  allowance  for  goodwill. 


1844. 


The  Qubsk 

V. 

Thb  Grand 

Junction 

Railway  Co. 


pected  to  let  from  year  to  year, 
free  of  all  usual  tenant's  rates  and 
taxes,  and  tithe  commutation 
rent-charge,  if  any,  and  deduct- 
ing therefrom  the  probable  ave- 
rage annual  cost  of  the  repairs, 
insurance,  and  other  expenses,  if 
any,  necessary  to  maintain  them 


in  a  state  to  command  such  rent: 
Provided  always,  that  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  be  con- 
strued to  alter  or  affect  the  princi- 
ples or  diflerent  relative  liabilities, 
if  any,  according  to  which  differ- 
ent kinds  of  hereditaments  are 
now  by  law  rateable." 
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The  Queen 

9. 

The  Grand 

Junction 

Railway  Co. 


The  sessions  adopted  the  principle  of  rating  and  the 
deductions  contended  for  by  the  respondents,  as  furnish- 
ing the  net  annual  value  of  the  appellants'  rateable  pro- 
perty pursuant  to  the  Parochial  Assessment  Act,  and 
confirmed  the  rate  accordingly,  but,  on  the  application  of 
the  appellants,  granted  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the  several  questions  here- 
inbefore raised  and  stated,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
to  have  the  power  of  amending  or  of  quashing  or  other- 
wise dealing  with  the  rate  as  tliey  deem  right. 

The  case  was  argued,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  (No- 
vember 15th,  1843),  by  Kelly  and  Smirke^  for  the  re- 
spondents, and  Sir  fJ\  Folletty  Solicitor-General,  (it/.  />. 
Hill  with  him),  for  the  appellants;  when,  by  desire  of 
the  Court  (a),  it  was  turned  into  a  special  case;  and  in 
the  Hilary  Term  following  (January  17th,  1844)  ar- 
gued on  concilium  by  M.  D,  Hilly  for  the  Railway  Com- 
pany, and  Kellf/,  for  the  parish  (b).  They  cited  Regina 
V.  The  London  and  South  -  Western  Railway  Company  (c), 
and  the  cases  collected  there;  but,  as  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  goes  so  fully  into  the  arguments,  it  has  been 
thought  unnecessary  to  insert  them  here. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lonl  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — This  was  a  case  of  an  appeal  against  the 
poor-rates:  it  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  Term  last, 
and  again  on  a  concilium  in  Hilary  Term,  and  has  been 
heard  by  all  the  members  of  the  Court.  Independ- 
ently of  certain  questions  of  detail,  which  we  will  con^- 


{a)  Lord  Denman,  C,  J, j  Wil- 
liamsy  Coleridge^  and  Wlghtman^ 
Jfl. 

{b)  Before  Lord  DenmarifCJ.f 


Patlesoriy  Coleridge^  and  Wight- 
man,  Js. 

(c)  1  Q.  B.  R.  558;  2  G.  &  D. 
49;  2  Railway  Cases,  629. 
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der  hereafter,  the  main  arguments  of  the  appellants  were 
directed  to  shew  that  this  case  was  distinguishable  from 
the  case  of  Regina  v.  The  London  and  South -Western 
Railway  Company  (a),  in  points  which  went  to  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  judgment  in  that  case;  while  the  respond- 
ents contended,  that  the  two  cases  were  in  principle 
the  same,  and  that  that  judgment  must  govern  the  Court 
>in  this  case. 

It  is  necessary,  therefore,  in  the  first  place,  to  com- 
pare the  two  cases:  if  they  shall  be  found  to  be  diflfer- 
ent  in  material  circumstances,  the  principle  of  that 
decision  may  lead  to  a  contrary  one  in  this;  at  all 
events,  that  decision  will  not  bind  in  the  present  case. 
If  they  shall  be  found  to  be  substantially  the  same, 
it  may  be  necessary  to  consider  whether  our  own  re- 
flection, or  any  thing  urged  in  the  argument,  should 
induce  the  Court  to  depart  from  their  former  decision. 

In  that  case  the  facts  found  (and  it  must  never  be 
forgotten,  that  the  propriety  of  a  poor-rate  can  only  be 
determined  with  reference  to  the  facts  found  to  be  actu- 
ally existing  when  it  was  made)  were,  that  the  company 
were  in  the  sole  and  exclusive  occupation  of  the  railway, 
warehouses,  stations,  and  landing-places,  and,  being  so, 
were  solely  and  exclusively  carrying  on  a  large  business 
as  carriers  thereon.  That,  although  their  act  had,  under 
certain  limitations,  made  the  railway  a  highway  for  all 
the  liege  subjects,  and  given  them  under  these  a  right  to 
use  it  as  such,  either  as  carriers  or  for  individual  travel- 
ling,  and  in  such  case  provided  for  the  payment  of  toUs 
to  the  company ;  yet  that,  in  fact,  no  one  having  availed 
himself  of  this  right,  nor,  as  we  thought,  having  the 
power  of  doing  so  conveniently  or  cflfectually,  no  tolls  were 
in  fact  earned.  To  this  state  of  facts  we  applied  the  esta- 
blished principle  of  rating,  that  the  rate  is  to  be  on  the 


1844. 
The  Queen 

V. 

The  Grand 

Junction 

Railway  Co. 


(a)  1  Q.  B.  R.  558 ;  2  G.  &  D.  49;  2  Railway  Cases,  629. 
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1844.  occupier  in  respect  of  the  beneficial  nature  of  his  occu- 
Thb  Queen  pation ;  upon  estimating  which  as  to  the  amount,  or. 
The  Grand  *o  P^*  **  '^^  other  words,  in  ascertaining  how  much  net 
JuNcnoK  rents  such  and  such  an  occupation  may  be  expected 
to  command,  parish  officers  are  to  consider,  not  drily 
«and  only  what  would  legally  pass  by  the  demise  of  it, 
but  all  the  existing  circumstances,  whether  permanent 
or  temix)rary,  wherever  situated,  however  arising  or  se-  . 
cured,  which  would  reasonably  influence  the  parties  to 
the  negotiation  for  a  tenancy  as  to  the  amount  of  the 
rent.  We  therefore  thought  it  imiK>ssible,  in  that  case, 
to  separate  the  three  or  four  miles  of  the  nulway  within 
the  respondent  parish  from  the  whole  line  running 
through  many  other  parishes;  or  that  whole  line  from 
warehouses,  stations,  and  landing-places;  or  those  again 
from  the  consideration  of  the  peculiar  convenience  which 
the  tenant  would  have  for  carr}'ing  on  (as  occupier)  a 
lucrative  business,  if  not  the  effective  monopoly,  which 
the  provisions  of  the  act  appear  to  give  to  the  occupier 
for  carrying  on  such  a  trade.  AVliat  under  the  act  was 
possible  by  law,  what  in  point  of  fact  might  be  in  future, 
(however  near),  we  thought  immaterial  as  to  the  prin- 
ciple, although  very  fit  to  be  taken  into  account  when 
making  the  calculation  as  to  the  quantum;  but,  in  prin- 
ciple, the  parish  officers  were  to  look  at  the  actual  state 
and  value  of  the  occupation. 

In  the  case  now  under  consideration,  there  are  some 
facts  entirely  diflferent  from  tliose  which  we  have  just 
mentioned.  The  case  finds  that  other  parties,  as  well  as 
the  ap{)ellants,  exercise  the  right  of  being  carriers  over 
various  parts  of  the  railway,  including  therein  that  part 
of  it  which  is  within  the  respondent  parish;  providing 
for  themselves,  independently  of  the  company,  (subject, 
however,  to  its  control  under  the  act  of  Parliament), 
carriages,  fuel,  and  all  things  necessary  and  convenient 
for  the  conveyance  of  passengers  and  goods,  and  separate 
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stations,  and  the  needful  branches  into,  and  communica-         1^^* 
tions  with  the  railway.     They  make  profits  of  their  car-    the  Qukbn 
rying  trade,  as  do  the  appellants,  and  pay  them  the  tolls    .j.  ^  q^a^nd 

which  they  have  fixed  under  the  powers  given  them  by      Junction 
-    ,  Railway  Co. 

theur  act. 

Besides  these,  another  class  of  carriers  hire  from  the 
appellants  engines,  and  the  use  of  the  stations,  landing- 
places,  &a,  but  find  their  own  carriages;  these  also  make 
profit  of  their  carrying  trade  on  the  railway,  and  pay 
toll,  and  a  compensation  for  the  use  of  the  engines,  sta- 
tions, and  other  accommodations  provided  for  them. 
As  the  appellants  receive  tolls  from  these  two  classes 
of  persons  in  respect  of  the  goods  and  passengers  con- 
veyed by  them  on  the  railway,  so  they  keep  an  account, 
as  directed  by  their  act,  of  the  toll  which  would  have 
been  produced  by  them  for  the  conveyance  of  goods 
and  passengers  not  on  their  own  accoimt.  These,  added 
to  the  compensation  above  mentioned,  form  the  total 
produce  of  the  land  which  the  company,  if  not  carriers 
or  lessees  of  the  railway,  carrying  on  no  trade  upon  it, 
would  receive ;  and  upon  the  aggregate  of  these  alone, 
after  due  deductions,  the  company  contend  the  rate 
ought  to  be  imposed. 

We  understand  them,  although  it  is  not  precisely  so 
stated,  to  admit  the  principle  of  considering  the  whole 
line  as  entire,  and  to  arrive  at  the  exact  sum  at  which 
they  contend  the  rate  in  the  respondent  parish  should  be 
fixed,  by  a  mileage  division  of  the  whole  line, — a  principle 
very  convenient  in  itself,  and  rightly  adopted  by  consent. 

It  is  unnecessary,  after  this  statement,  to  point  out 
the  difference  in  fact  between  the  two  cases,  but  we 
cannot  perceive  how  this  difference  bears  upon  the  prin- 
ciple on  which  the  rate  is  to  be  imposed,  or  which  go- 
verned the  Court  in  the  former  decision,  which  proceeded 
entirely  on  the  then  existing  state  of  facts.  Each  of  the 
two  companies  must  be  rated  in  respect  of  the  occupation 
of  the  land:  one  of  them  derives  no  benefit  from  that 
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1844.  occupation^  except  by  carrying  on  upon  the  land  the 
The  Queen  business  of  conveying  goods  and  passengers,  and  the 
_      !!:  division  of  that  profit  into  tolls  and   fares   we   think 

The  Grand  ^  *  ...  .  " 

Junction  merely  nomyial;  the  other,  in  addition  to  this  mode  of 
profit  of  occupation,  also  derives  a  profit  from  allowing 
others  to  carry  goods  and  passengers  on  the  land  also, 
and  this  latter  profit  is  properly  called  toll ;  still  in  both 
the  inquiry  must  be  the  same.  What  is  the  value  of  the 
occupation,  from  whatever  source  derived  ?  In  neither 
can  the  profits  of  trade,  as  such,  be  brought  into  the 
rate ;  but,  if  the  ability  to  carry  on  a  gainful  trade  on 
land  adds  to  the  value  of  the  land,  that  value  cannot  be 
excluded,  merely  on  the  ground  that  it  is  referable  to  the 
trade. 

Suppose  a  house  occupied  by  a  private  family  to- 
day, which,  having  great  advantages  of  situation  for 
the  purpose  of  trade,  is  turned  into  a  shop  to-mor- 
row, and,  in  consequence,  let  for  double  or  treble  the 
former  rent,  would  not  the  rate  be  properly  increased  in 
proportion  ?  Could  it  be  objected  that  to  do  so  would 
be  to  rate  the  profits  of  trade  ?  Again,  supposing  the 
occupier  were  to  let  out  different  rooms  to  other  persons 
carrying  on  the  same  trade  as  himself,  and  this  mode  of 
occupying  was  still  to  increase  the  value  of  the  house  to 
let,  would  this  at  all  vary  the  principle  on  which  he  was 
rated,  although  it  would  increase  the  quantum.  Lastly, 
supposing,  instead  of  this  species  of  underletting  being 
at  the  option  of  the  occupier,  all  persons  using  the  same 
trade  had  the  right  by  some  statute,  under  certain  re- 
strictions, to  carry  it  on  in  the  different  rooms  of  the 
house,  paying  a  large  compensation  to  the  occupier, 
would  not  the  principle  of  the  rate  be  stiU  the  same? 
would  it  be  material  to  inquire  how  the  occupation  be- 
came more  valuable,  except  for  the  purpose  of  making 
greater  or  less  deductions,  which  the  nature  of  the  occu- 
pation would  make  just  ?  We  may  all  remember  when 
the  premises  in  Soho-square,  now  used  as  a  bazaar,  were 
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occupied  as  a  private  residence;  the  present  mode  of  oc-         1844. 
cupation  no  doubt  increases  the  rent,  but  whether  one    ji^^  qubbn 
man,  being  the  tenant,  alone  carried  on  the  various  trades  ^* 

now  exercised  there,  or  sold  goods  himself  at  part  of  the  Junction 
stands,  and  let  out  others,  and  so  derived  his  profit  in 
part  directly  from  trade,  in  part  from  the  rent  paid  him 
by  the  traders;  or  let  out  all  the  stands,  and  so  earned  no 
profit  but  from  the  rents  paid  him  by  the  traders,  the 
result  would  be  in  either  case  exactly  the  same.  The 
overseers  could  only  inquire  what  was  the  fair  rateable 
value  of  the  thing  so  occupied;  nor,  as  we  have  said  be- 
fore, could  the  inquiry  be  at  all  affected  if  the  occupier 
of  the  bazaar  held  it  under  some  statutable  license,  which 
compelled  him  to  let  his  stands  to  all  persons  paying  cer- 
tain rents,  and  submitting  to  certain  regulations. 

But,  it  is  said,  that,  in  the  case  supposed,  all  is  referable 
to  the  occupation  under  the  supposed  lease — that  con- 
veys the  exclusive  dominion,  and  thence  flow  entirely 
the  means  of  making  profit.  We  have,  in  truth,  already 
given  the  answer  to  this ;  but  it  will  be  plainer  if  we 
observe,  that  there  is  a  fallacy  in  confounding  that  which 
the  lease  conveys  the  legal  title  to,  and  that  which  it 
gives  the  lessee  the  means  of  doing  or  enjoying.  No 
two  things  can  be  more  distinguishable,  and  it  is  the  lat- 
ter which  regulates  the  rent  a  tenant  will  give,  and  not 
the  former.  Suppose  two  estates  of  equal  size,  and  in  all 
respects  of  equal  fertility,  but  one  surrounded  by  good 
roads,  a  canal  near  to  it,  and  a  large  market,  and  the 
other  without  these  advantages;  of  course  the  rent  and 
rateable  value  of  the  one  would  be  larger  than  of  the 
other,  yet  a  tenant  would  take  no  more  by  the  lease  of 
one  than  he  would  by  the  other ;  the  lease  would  give 
him  no  legal  title,  which  he  had  not  before,  to  use  the 
roads,  the  canal,  or  the  market.  Or,  suppose  a  more  pe- 
culiar case :  A.,  the  owner  and  occupier  of  Blackacre, 
and  having  the  command  of  a  stream  of  water  which  he 

TOL.  I.  Q  N.  S.  C. 


218  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1844.  can  turn  over  Whiteacre,  on  that  account  desires  to  rent 
The  QuBBN  ^^  >  ^  ^^  ^^  ^^  '^  more  valuable  than  to  any  other  oc- 
The  g  cupier,  because  he  fertilises  it  at  very  little  expense. 

Junction  He  will,  therefore,  give  a  larger  rent  than  any  other  peiv 
son ;  yet  by  the  lease  he  would  take  no  more  than  any 
other  person,  although  he  ought,  undoubtedly,  to  pay  a 
higher  rate.  Apply  the  principle  of  these  cases  to  the 
railway  of  the  appellants,  and  it  is  quite  true,  that,  if 
they  were  to  let  it  to  a  tenant,  the  lease  would  convey 
the  land  and  railway  only,  and  give  a  title  to  the  tolls 
only ;  but  the  lessees  would,  imdoubtedly,  consider'  the 
fecilities  and  advantages  which  the  occupation  as  tenants 
would  afford  them  for  carrying  on  a  lucrative  trade  as 
carriers,  and  in  whatever  proportion  that  consideration 
would  increase  the  rent,  in  the  same,  afler  due  allowance, 
would  the  rate  be  raised  also. 

The  two  propositions  are  equally  true,  that  the  rate  is 
not  to  be  imposed  in  respect  of  the  profits  of  trade,  and 
that  it  is  to  be  imposed  in  respectof  the  value  of  the  oc- 
cupation ;  and  two  propositions  that  are  true  and  appli- 
cable to  the  same  subject-matter  cannot  be  inconsistent, 
and,  we  think,  the  respondents  in  the  present  case,  by  the 
scheme  they  propose,  have  shewn  that  they  are  not  so. 

The  gross  yearly  receipts  of  the  company,  as  occupiers 
of  and  carriers  on  the  railway,  must  include  the  proper 
subject-matter  of  the  rate ;  they  have,  therefore,  taken  a 
sum  agreed  to  represent  them,  as  the  first  point  to  start 
jGx>m;  they  then  assume  an  amount  of  capital  employed 
in  the  trade,  and  deduct  from  the  former  sum  two  per- 
centages on  the  latter,  £5  per  cent,  for  the  interest  of 
this  capital,  and  £20  per  cent  for  the  profits  which 
ought  to  be  made  upon  it ;  and  a  third  for  the  deprecia- 
tion of  stock  beyond  the  usual  repairs  and  expenses; 
fourth,  they  deduct  from  the  gross  receipts  the  annual 
cost  of  conducting  the  trade;  fifth,  they  deduct  the  an- 
nual value  of  all  the  lands  occupied  by  stations,  &c.  else- 
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where  rated;  and,  sixth,  a  sum  per  mile  for  the  repro- 
duction of  rails,  chairs,  sleepers,  &c.  Tub  Qubbk 

These  deductions  taken  together  seem  to  us  to  include  _  ^* 
whatever  is  properly  referable  to  the  trade,  and  distin-  Junction 
guishable  fit)m  the  increased  value  which  that  trade  gives 
to  the  land ;  we  do  not  now  speak  of  the  amount  allowed 
under  each  item,  and  we  are  not  competent  to  give  any 
opinion  on  this  point,  which  is  properly  for  the  sessions ; 
but,  if  these  are  the  proper  heads  of  deductions,  then  the 
residue  must  represent  the  value  of  the  occupation ;  and, 
if  so,  this  alone  is  brought  into  the  rate,  and  the  profits 
of  the  trade  are  excluded.  Accordingly,  the  sessions  have 
found,  as  an  inference  from  the  facts,  that  the  residue  is 
the  sum  which  a  tenant  from  year  to  year  might  rea- 
sonably be  expected  to  give  for  the  railway  and  corpo- 
real hereditaments  now  occupied  by  the  company,  in  con- 
nexion with  the  railway,  exclusive  of  the  stations  and 
other  buildings  rated  separately,  such  tenant  being  as- 
sumed to  have  the  same  and  no  other  power  of  ifting  the 
ndlway,the  same  and  no  other  advantages  and  privileges, 
as  the  company  now  possess.  If  the  deductions  ex- 
haust that  portion  of  receipts  referable  to  trade,  the  in- 
ference of  the  sessions  is  fair.  If  the  advantages  and 
privileges  which  the  company  possess  are  attributable  to 
their  occupation,  and  would  pass  with  it,  their  assump- 
tion is  well  founded.     We  agree  with  them  in  botL 

The  appellants,  however,  contend,  that,  even  if  the 
principle  of  the  rate  be  fair,  some  reasonable  deductions 
are  omitted  We  have  used  the  sufficiency  of  the  deduc- 
tions made  as  a  mode  of  trying  the  principle,  but  the 
objection  of  the  appellants  now  to  be  considered  is  one 
of  detail;  the  only  instance  which  they  specify  and 
rely  upon,  is,  that  an  allowance  ought  to  be  and  is  not 
made  for  goodwill.  We  presume,  by  this  it  is  meant, 
that  a  person  bargaining  with  the  company  to  become 
tlie  yearly  tenant  of  their  railroad,  in  the  expectation  of 

q2 


220  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1844.  succeeding  to  their  trade  as  a  probable  consequence  of 
Thb  Qubex  succeeding  to  their  occupation,  would  properly  be  called 
_,     ^-  upon  to  pay  them  something  for  the  goodwill  of  that 

Junction  trade,  and  that  this  would  be  in  the  nature  of  an  outgo- 
ing and  deduction  from  the  profit.  This  objection  ap- 
pears capable  of  two  answers:  the  first  and  decisive 
one  is,  that  the  purchase  of  goodwill  implies  that  a 
trade  is  sold,  that  the  company  are  to  be  bound  to  sur- 
render their  trade  to  the  lessee,  and  no  longer  to  be  car- 
riers on  the  line.  But  the  calculation  of  the  sessions  pro- 
ceeds on  no  such  supposition;  all  those  spedal  advantages^ 
indeed,  for  carrying  it  on,  which  the  occupation  gives 
them,  whatever  they  may  be,  they  must  necessarily  sur- 
render ;  but  the  moment  they  have  leased  the  railway, 
they  would  become  part  of  the  public,  and  have  the  right 
of  carrying  on  their  trade,  retaining  all  the  goodwill, 
with  all  those  advantages  which  were  carefidly  reserved 
to  the  public.  Secondly,  although  the  supposition  of 
a  tenancy  is  to  be  made,  yet  what  the  incidents  of  the 
tenancy  must  be,  as  to  the  actual  terms  and  aUowances, 
must  be  determined,  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  amount 
of  the  rate,  by  the  actual  state  of  things ;  for  this  suppo- 
sition of  a  tenancy  is  only  a  mode  of  ascertcdning  the  ex- 
isting value  of  the  occupation  to  the  existing  occupier. 
Now,  here,  there  is  no  tenancy  infact,  no  goodwill  is, 
in  fact,  paid  for,  and  therefore  no  deduction  ought,  in 
fact,  to  be  made  on  account  of  its  price. 

Again,  it  is  contended,  that  the  existing  facts  of  the 
case  shew  the  unreasonableness  of  the  rate.  The  carry- 
ing trade  of  the  company  goes  beyond  their  own  line, 
upon  the  railway  of  other  sets  of  proprietors,  but  the  re- 
ceipts arising  from  this  have  been  excluded  from  the 
rate :  this,  it  is  said,  is  inconsistent.  How  can  the  profit 
which  the  same  engine  earns,  by  drawing  goods  over 
one  mile,  be  of  a  diifercnt  character  from  that  it  would 
earn  in  the  same  employment  over  the  next  mile  ?     So 
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"fiur  from  there  being  any  inconsistency,  it  is  necessarily        1844. 
involved  in  the  principle  on  which  the  rate  rests ;  that    .j,^^  Quecn 
the  distinction  can  be  made,  and  has  been  made,  is  no    „     ^^ 

y  /»     /.    ,  n    1  •     •   1         mi         ***^  Grand 

sught  proof  of  the  soundness  of  that  prmciple.     Ihe     Junction 
moment  the  engine  leaves  the  railway  of  the  company, 
''^hat  it  earns  ceases  to  have  any  connexion  with  their 
^^npation  of  the  railway ;  it  may,  and  of  course  does 

• 

^crease  the  value  of  the  occupation  of  that  other  line, 
^^  ^hich  it  then  works,  and  will,  of  course,  in  the  shape 
^f  toll,  proportionately  increase  the  rate  which  the  occu- 
per  will  pay ;  but,  if  it  were  allowed  to  swell  the  charge 
^^  the  company,  it  could  only  do  so  in  respect  of  the 
P^^fits  of  the  trade,  and  this  our  principle  excludes. 

But  it  is  said,  lastly,  that  this  principle  works  injustice 
*^tween  the  company  and  the  other  corporations,  or 
^^^viduals  who  carry  upon  their  line;  their  engines 
*^d  their  trade  are  said  to  pay  nothing  to  the  poor's 
^te  directly,  and  indirectly  only  in  respect  of  their  toll, 
^hich  may  be  supposed  to  be  calculated  so  as  to  bear  its 
^^vn  rate,  whereas  the  company  pay  on  their  tolls  and  on 
^^ir  fares.  Colour  is  given  to  this  objection  from  the 
^t,  which  might  seem  to  explain  it,  that  the  company 
^  two  characters,  the  other  party  one  only ;  but  the 
P'^per  answer  is  a  denial  of  the  fact, — the  company  do 
^^t  pay  directly  or  indirectly  on  their  fares,  they  pay 
^^y  on  the  increased  value  of  their  occupation  of  the 
*^d,  occasioned  by  whatever  circumstances. 

If  a  trader  should  underlet  to  a  lodger  a  room  in  his 
"^Use,  in  which  he  derives  the  most  profitable  trade 
iiDQ^nable,  such  lodger  would  pay  no  poor-rate  at  all, 
but,  as  the  trader  woidd  proportion  the  rent  at  which  he 
Irt  the  lodging  to  the  advantages  which  such  lodger 
derived  from  them,  the  total  rent  which  a  trader  would 
pay,  and  the  rate  which  could  be  imposed  on  it,  woidd 
be  proportionably  increased ;  but  could  he  complain  of 
any  injustice,  or  say  that  he  carried  on  his  own  trade 


Railway  Co. 


222  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES. 

1844.  in  the  rest  of  his  house  to  disadvantage^  because  in  his 
The  Quecn  ^^  ^®  value  which  the  trade  so  carried  on  in  the  resi- 
-,     f  *  due  gave  to  the  occupation  was  also  taken  into  account 

The  Grand     .  . 

Junction  in  fixing  the  quantum  of  the  rate?  Yet  those  parties  who 
carry  on  a  trade  on  the  company's  line  are  in  effect  but 
in  the  nature  of  lodgers,  or  parties  enjoying  a  profitable 
easement  on  the  line,  and,  by  the  consideration  they  pay, 
increase  its  general  value. 

In  the  examination  which  the  case  has  compelled  us 
to  make,  we  have  been  necessarily  led  into  a  reconsi- 
deration of  the  principles  on  which  the  decision  in  the 
case  of  the  South- Western  Railway  Company  proceed- 
ed. That  decision  was  not  directly  impugned,  but  the 
distinction  of  facts  relied  on  has  appeared  to  us  on  exar 
mination  so  unsubstantial,  that  it  was  necessary,  in  order 
to  a  decision  against  this  rate,  to  examine  the  principleB 
on  which  that  was  upheld;  and  in  a  matter  of  such  vast 
importance  and  such  apparent  novelty,  where,  too,  the 
decision  of  this  Court  cannot  be  reviewed  in  a  Court  of 
error,  we  were  not  unwilling  again  to  examine  the 
question. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  satisfied  with  the  decimon  of 
the  sessions;  it  appeared  to  us  founded  upon  a  just 
application  of  established  principles,  and  in  accordaace 
with  many  decided  cases,  and  conflicting  with  none. 

Judgment  for  the  respondents. 


END  OF  EASTER  TERM. 


TRINITY  TERM,  7  VICT.  223 

1844. 

dtoutt  of  <®ueen'»  13enci). 


TRINITY  TERM,  1844. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Cueshire.  May  26th. 


At 


a  special  sessions  holden  at  Oakmere,  Cheshire,  Twoneighbour- 

AfATch  30th,  1843,  the  inhabitants  and  ratepayers  of  tlie  a  parish  used 

township  of  Little  Barrow  applied  to  the  justices  to  righTorchV 

•Ppoint  two  or  more  overseers  of  the   poor  for  that  situate  in  one 

.  ,  ^  .      *  of  them.    Each 

wwnfihip,  which  they  refused.     In  Michaelmas  Term,  of  them  had  an 

E*  overseer   col* 

^*  YardUy  obtained   a  rule  nisi   for  a  mandamus   to  lector  of  taxes, 

^^  justices  to  make  such  appointment,  hK«°and 

The  affidavits  in  support  of  the  rule  stated,  that  the  constable  ap- 

n»»i/.-r»  .  n  i-  r\  pointed  out  of 

P^Hfih  of  Barrow  consists   of  two   townships.  Great  its  inhabiunts, 

S^Hrow  and  Little  Barrow,  tlie  parish    church  being  nshatlargn* 

wtuate  in   the   former.     That  the   population   of  the  each  overseer 

*    *■  collected  the 

Parish  amounts  to  about  668  i)ersons,  of  whom  about  poor-rates  in 

^^8  are  resident  in  Great  Barrow,  and  240  in  Little  gion,  and  kept 

Barrow.      That,   in    1837,  these   two,   together  with  ^i'^^^^J^t 

other  townships  in  Cheshire,  were  formed  into  a  union,  these  were after- 

*^  ^  wards  entered 

called  the  Great  Boughton  Union,  under  the  4  &  5  in  one  book, 
WilL  4,  c.  76,  and  that,  since    the   formation  of  this  jointly;  both 
linioD,  one   guardian   of  the  j)Oor   has  been  annually  ed*'^ar"of^[™" 
elected  by  each  township,  except  once,  when  no  nomi-  same  union,  and 
nation  of  a  guardian  was  made  by  Little  Barrow,  and  were  maintain- 
then  there  was  only  one  guardian  for  Great  Barrow ;  that  exp*enseT*but°it 
the  accounts  of  the  two  townships  in  the  books  of  the  Jid  not  appear 

*  that  either  had 

'  separately  ap- 
pointed  its  own  overseers  : — Held,  that  these  divisions,  not  being  separate  and  distinct 
townships  as  to  the  maintenance  of  their  own  poor,  were  not  entitled  to  an  appointment  of 
aepftrtte  overseers,  under  the  13  &  14  Car.  2.  c.  12,  s.  21. 

VOL.  I.  U  N.  S.  C. 
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1844.  union  have  been  kept  separate,  and  that  the  warnmts 
Thb  Quxsn  from  time  to  time  issued  by  the  guardians  of  the  unioDy 
The  Justices  of  ^^^^'^'^g  payments  out  of  the  poor-rates  of  Little  Bar- 
Chbshire.  row  to  the  treasurer  of  the  union,  have  been  directed 
to  the  overseer  of  Little  Barrow  alone,  and  such  pay- 
ments have  been  made  by  him  without  the  control  or 
interference  of  the  overseer  of  Great  Barrow;  that, 
since  the  formation  of  the  union,  the  overseer  appointed 
for  Little  Barrow  has  acted  in  the  maintenance  and 
management  of  the  poor  there,  separate  and  apart  from 
the  overseer  of  Great  Barrow ;  that  the  accoimts  of  the 
two  overseers  have  been  separately  kept  and  passed,  both 
before  the  justices  and  the  auditor  of  the  union ;  that 
the  justices  of  Cheshire  have  from  time  to  time  made 
orders  for  the  removal  of  paupers  from  Great  Barrow  to 
other  parishes  and  townships,  and,  in  some  instances,  for 
the  removal  of  paupers  from  other  parishes  and  town- 
ships to-  Little  Barrow.  That  separate  surveyors  of 
highways  have  been  appointed  for  each  township,  and 
that  two  constables  have  acted  in  the  parish,  one  fbr 
each  township ;  and  that  county  and  highway  rates  have 
been  collected,  levied,  and  paid  over  in  each,  separately 
from  the  other;  that  in  old  books  and  documents  (a) 
the  townships  of  Great  and  Little  Barrow  are  enume- 
rated as  separate  and  distinct,  and  have  been  considered 
to  be  so  in  the  memory  of  the  oldest  inhabitants  of  the 
parish. 

Affida\its  were  filed  in  answer,  stating,  that  though 
the  parish  of  Barrow  has  been  and  still  is  divided  into 
two  parts,  yet  that  no  line  of  boundary  between  the  two 


(a)  See  "The  Vale  Royal  of  "The  Head  Constable's. 

England,  or  the  County  Palatine  or  a  Mize  Book  for  the  County  of 

of  Chester  illustrated,  performed  Chester,"  &c,'  in  which  the  town- 

by  William  Smith  and  William  ships  of  Great  and  Little  Barrow 

Webb  ;"    published    by   Daniel  are  enumerated  as  separate  town- 
King,  Lond.,  1656,  folio.    And 
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is  or  has  ever  been  ascertained.  That  two  overseers,  two  1 844. 
Burveyors  of  highways,  two  constables,  two  church  war-  the  Quebn 
dens,  and  two  collectors  of  taxes  have  always  been,  and  j^^  ji^tiees  of 
still  are,  appointed  jointly  for  the  parish  at  large  with-  Cbeshirb. 
out  reference  to  townships ;  that  the  custom  has  been 
to  elect  an  inhabitant  of  Great  Barrow  to  perform  the 
duties  of  a  parish  officer  on  that  side  of  the  parish,  and 
an  inhabitant  of  Little  Barrow  for  the  same  purpose  on 
the  other  side,  but  that  this  custom  has  prevailed  for 
convenience  only,  and  to  prevent  the  officers  having  the 
trouble  of  going  over  the  whole  parish  to  collect  the 
rates,  &c.  That,  before  the  formation  of  the  Great 
Boughton  Union,  the  accounts  of  Great  and  Little 
Barrow  were  not  kept  separate,  but  jointly,  as  appears 
fiom  the  oldest  parish  documents  (a) ;  and  that,  in  these 
documents,  all  the  (b)  orders  for  poor  leys  and  other 
leys  are  made,  not  for  the  officer  of  each  division  or 
township,  but  of  both  jointly;  and  that,  in  a  book 
kept  by  the  parish,  there  are  minutes  of  rates  granted 
to  churchwardens  and  other  officers  by  the  parish  at 
large.  That  churchwardens  have  always  been  ap- 
pointed for  the  entire  parish,  but  that  of  these,  one  has 
taken  that  part  called  Great  Barrow,  and  the  other  the 
part  called  Little  Barrow,  for  the  sake  of  convenience, 
though  their  accounts  have  always  been  made  out  on 
the  same  sheet  of  paper ;  and  that,  on  the  settlement  of 
their  accounts  (c),  when  one  officer  had  a  balance  due  to 


(a)  Some  books,  containing  pa- 
rish accounts,  were  put  in  with 
these  affidavits.  The  accounts 
commenced  a.  d.  1693,  and  ended 
A.  D.  1743. 

{b)  One  of  the  entries  in  a  pa- 
rish book  produced  was  as  fol- 
lows:— <' May  26,  1695.  Assess- 
ed a  poor  leay  for  the  whole  pa- 
rish, for  J.  J.  and  T.  F."  &c. 


(c)  The  entry  in  the  book  pro- 
duced for  the  year  1693,  of  the 
churchwardens'  accounts,  was  in 
this  form : — 

"  C.  S.'s  accounts  for  the  fur- 
ther side  of  the  parish. 

**  J.  J.'s  accounts  for  the  other 
side  of  the  parish ;" — and,  at  the 
end :  "  Paid  the  same  to  J.  J.  for 
part  of  his  disbursements." 


r2 
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1844.  him,  aud  the  other  a  balance  in  hand,  the  amoi 
Thx  Quben  h&nd  was  always  paid  over  to  him  who  shewed  a  i 
The  Jiuticoi  of  ^^^7*  That  in  no  instance  does  it  appear  that  a  p 
Chbshirb.  has  ever  been  removed  from  Great  to  Little  Banc 
vice  ver8&,  and  that  there  have  never  been  more 
two  overseers  for  both  these  divisions  together; 
whenever  orders  have  been  obtained  for  the  pt 
of  removing  paupers  to  or  from  Great  or  Little 
row,  the  notices  of  appeal  or  chargeability  have 
signed  by  the  overseers  of  both  together  (a), 
surveyors,  as  well  as  constables,  have  been  appoint< 
not  by  each  division  separately,  though,  for  the  sa 
convenience,  one  has  taken  one  side  of  the  parLsl; 
the  other  the  other  side ;  and  that  their  accoonte 
always  been  kept  as  joint  accounts  for  the  pari 
large. 

Kelli/  and  Townsend  shewed  cause  (c). — The  < 
of  this  application  is  to  extend  the  provisions  c 
13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  12,  to  Little  Barrow;  but  the 
as  deposed  to,  shew  that  this  is  not  a  case  whei 
Court  will  compel  the  appointment  of  separate  ovei 
It  is  laid  down  in  Nolan  {d),  that,  ^^  to  divide  a  paris 
districts,  two  things  are  necessary:  first,  tliat  it  t 
consist  of  two  or  more  vills  or  townships ;  secondly 
it  must  appear  that  the  parish  cannot  otherwise 
veniently  enjoy  the  benefit  of  the  43  Eliz.  c  2 J 
to  the  first  requisite,  it  appears  here  that  the  pai 
which  Little  Barrow  is  situate  has  always  appoint 
own  parish  officers;   and  though  these  have,  fc 

(a)  An  order,  dated  A.  D.  1700,  (b)  No  form  of  appoi 

was  set  out  in  the  following  form  :  of  any  parish  officer  was 

— "  To  the  overseers  of  the  poor  by  either  side, 

of  Barrow  Magna  et  Parva,"  and  (c)    April  29th,   befor 

stated  the  complaint  to  be  made  Denman,  C.  J.,  Pattexm 

by  the  "overseers  of  Barrow  Mag-  liamSy  and  Wiyhtman^  Js. 

na  et  Pana."  (rf)  Vol.  1,  p.  14. 
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sake  of  convenience,  confined  their  duties  each  to  sepa- 
rate portions  of  the  parish,  yet  their  accounts  have 
always  been  treated  as  common  to  the  parish  at  large,  j^^  justices  of 
A  proof  of  this  is,  that,  though  rates  have  been  se-  Cheshieb. 
parately  collected  in  the  two  townships  or  divisions,  yet 
they  have  never  been  made  on  either  separately,  but 
always  on  the  parish.  Moreover,  there  have  never  been 
more  than  two  overseers  elected  in  the  whole  parish ; 
and,  if  one  of  these  has  been  in  fact  appointed  by  and 
for  each  township,  then  all  their  acts  have  been  illegal, 
as  the  appointment  of  one  oveirseer  in  a  township  is  bad, 
under  the  43  Eliz.  c  2 :  Rex  v.  Denham  (a).  Rex  v. 
Clifton  {b).  The  fact,  too,  that  all  orders  in  bastardy 
have  been  directed  to  the  overseers  of  the  parish,  and 
not  to  either  township  separately,  and  that  all  complsdnts, 
notices  of  chargeability,  and  of  appeal,  have  been  made 
by  the  overseers  acting  for  the  parish,  is  conclusive  to 
prove  that  it  has  never  been  divided.  If  any  instance 
could  be  adduced  where  a  pauper  has  been  removed 
from  Great  to  Little  Barrow,  that  would  be  some 
ground  for  believing  that  these  are  independent  town- 
ships. The  second  reason  for  applying  the  provisions 
of  the  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c  12,  is  stated  in  the  preamble 
of  that  act  to  be,  because,  ^^  on  account  of  the  largeness 
of  the  parishes,"  certain  counties  specified  '*  cannot  reap 
the  benefit  of  the  said  act  of  the  43  Eliz."  That,  how- 
ever, cannot  apply  in  this  case,  as  it  appears  that  the 
population  of  Barrow  is  less  than  700  persons.  The 
true  test  which  the  Court  will  adopt  in  all  applica- 
tions of  this  kind  is,  whether  the  district  asking  for 
separate  overseers  is  or  is  not  a  district  maintaining  its 
own  poor  with  its  own  rates  (c).  This  is  recognised 
in  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Worcestershire  (d),  where 

(fl)  1  Burr.  S.  C.  35.  (c)  1  Nolan's  P.  L.  17. 

\h)  2  East,  168.  (d)  12  A.  &  E.  28. 
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1844.         Lord  Denmariy  C.  J.,  said^  ^*  Where  one  township  has 

Thb  Queen     heen  severed  from  the  rest  of  a  parish  as  to  the  mainte- 

--    J  •^       ^  nance  of  the  poor,  the  parish  cannot  reap  the  benefit  of 

Chchhirs.      Btat.  43  Eliz.  c  2 ;  and  other  townships  in  the  parish 

may  claim  to  be  separated  also  "  (a). — They  also  cited 

Malkin  v.  Vtckerstaff  (J),  Regina  v.  Marriott  (c),  and 

Price  V.  Quarrell  (d). 

Jervis  and  E.  Yardleyy  contnL — This  is  not  a  question 
which  the  Court  will  decide  on  affidavits.     The  facts 
which  are  admitted  on  both  sides  are  sufficient  to  shew 
that  there  ought  to  be  two  overseers  for  each  of  the  divi- 
sions of  the  parish  of  Barrow,  inasmuch  as  these  divi- 
sions must  be  considered  to  be  substantially  separate 
townships.     There  is  nothing  to  be  found  in  the  13  & 
14  Car.  2,  c.  12,  requiring  that  townships  must  be  en- 
tirely and  for  all  purposes  distinct,  to  enable   them 
to  claim  their  own  overseers.     The  effect  of  the  2 let 
section  of  that  act  is  to  allow  the  option  of  appointing 
more  overseers  where  a  parish  is  inconveniently  large, 
but  it  is  imperative  in  requiring   such   appointment 
wherever  **  townships  or  villages  "  are  found  to  exist  in 
those  counties  specified  in  the  act ;  and,  amongst  them, 
Cheshire,  in  which  Barrow  is  situate,  is  mentioned.    The 
act^  however,  does  not  say  that  such  "townships   or 
villages  "  must  be  separate  and  distinct  for  all  purposes, 
nor  does  such  an  interpretation  seem  consistent  with  the 
intention  of  it.     In  Nolan  (e),  it  is  stated,  that  "  towns 
and  vills,  being  ancient  divisions  of  the  country,  may  be 
proved  by  different  sorts  of  evidence  like  any  other  facts ; 
the  true  point  being,  whether  the  place  in  question  has 


(a)  See  Rex  v.  Oakmere,  5  B.         (c)  12  A.  &  E.  779. 
&  A.  775.  (d)  Id.  784. 

(b)  3  B.  &  A.  89.  (e)  Vol.  1,  p.  14. 
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heen  treated  as  a  yill  or  township^  or,  at  leasts  reputed        1344. 
to  be  so."    In  the  case  of  Rex  y.  77^  Justices  ofMid-    The  Qjjtmv 
dksex  (a),  which  is  cited  in  Nolan,  (p.  17),  a  manda-  The  Justices  of 
mus  to  appoint  overseers  of  a  township  was  refused     Cheshire. 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  shewn  to  the  Court  that 
the  district  applying  was  a  separate  township.     The 
argument  urged  on  the  other  side,  that  the  appoint- 
ment of  one  overseer  only  for  Little  Barrow  proves 
that  it  is  not  a  separate  township,  because,  not  less 
than  two  overseers  can  be  appointed  in  a  township, 
might  have  been  as  well  used  in  Regina  v.  The  Jus^ 
tices  of  Worcestershire  (6),  but  in  that  case  a  mandamus 
issued. 

Lord  Denhan,  C.  J. — There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
these  are  separate  townships ;  but  that  is  not  enough,  for 
they  must  both  be  separate,  and  have  the  management 
and  maintenance  of  their  own  poor.  It  seems  that  there 
never  has  been  a  separate  appointment  of  overseers ;  if 
there  had  been,  then,  though  the  appointment  of  one 
overseer  for  a  township  would  have  been  illegal,  still,  if 
such  separate  appointment  hsul  been  continued  for  many 
years,  the  Court  might  interfere  now,  taking  care  to 
have  a  proper  number  of  overseers  appointed  in  each 
township.  But  the  affidavits  seem  to  place  it  almost 
beyond  doubt  that  the  overseers  have  been  appointed 
for  the  whole  parish.  It  is  great  neglect  that  no  form 
of  appointment  has  been  brought  before  us,  so  we  are 
in  some  degree  of  darkness ;  and,  in  consequence,  the 
Court  is  inclined  to  enlarge  this  rule  until  a  form  of 
appointment  of  overseers  has  been  produced  before  the 
Master.  If  no  instance  can  be  produced  of  a  separate 
appointment  of  overseers  for  Little  Barrow,  then  we 

(a)  I  Bolt,  34.  (b)  12  A.&  £.  28. 
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1844. 


The  Queen 

V. 

The  Justices  of 
Cheshire. 


shall  certainly  discharge  this  rule.     If  any  such  be  pro- 
duced, then  we  may  give  it  further  consideration. 

In  this  term,  (May  26th),  the  Master  reported,  that,  although  the 
overseers  had  acted  separately  for  the  two  divisions,  for  the  conveni' 
ence  of  the  parish,  yet  that  no  instance  had  heen  produced  before 
him  of  a  separate  appointment  for  either  division.  The  Court  there- 
upon (May  27th)  discharged  the  rule  with  costs  to  the  justices. 

Rule  dischaiged. 


May  29th. 


The  copy  of 
examinations 
sent  with  an 
order  of  re- 
moval should 
contain  every 
thing  necessary 
to  shew  that 
each  examina- 
tion was  taken 
by  persons 
having  proper 
jurisdiction, 
and  the  copy 
sent  by  the  re- 
spondents to 
the  appeUants 
is  to  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  a 
correct  one. 

A  copy  of  ex- 
aminations was 
sent  in  the  fol- 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Shipston-upon- 

Stour. 

vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the 
county  of  Worcester,  for  removing  Sarah  Sutton^  single 
woman,  and  her  illegitimate  child,  William,  aged  about 
seven  weeks,  from  the  parish  of  Shipston-upon-Stour,  in 
the  county  of  Worcester,  to  the  parish  of  Atlierstone- 
ujKjn-Stour,  in  the  county  of  Warwick,  the  sessions 
quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
on  the  following  case : — 


By   the   order,  bearing  date  31st  December,  1842, 
William  Dickens,  Esq,  and  H,  Townsend,  clerk,  two 
of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  i>eace  acting  in  and 
for  the  county  of  Worcester,  whose  names  were  there- 
lowing  fonn°—  ^^^^  ^^^  *^^^  ®^^^  affixed,  upon  examination  of  the  pre- 

"  The  examina- 
tion of  S.  S.,  the  pauper,  taken  upon  oath  before  us,  two  justices  in  and  for  the  county  of 
W.,  who  upon  her  oath  saitb^  &c.  (^tating  the  evidence).  Taken  and  sworn  before  ns, 
this  31st  of  December  1842.  William  Dickens,  H.  Townsend."  Then  followed,  on  (he 
same  sheet  of  paper — "  The  examination  of  P.  R.,  of  &c.,  who  upon  oath  saith,  &c. 
(stating  the  evidence).  Taken  and  sworn,  this  31st  day  of  December,  1842,  before  as, 
William  Dickens,  H.  Townsend." 

Held  insufficient,  there  being  nothing  to  connect  the  two  examinations!  so  as  to  shew 
that  the  latter  was  taken  by  persons  having  authority  to  administer  an  oath. 

It  is  sufficient  that  an  order  should  adjudicate  generally,  that  an  illegitimate  child,  under 
sixteen,  is  settled  in  A.,  (the  parish  where  its  mother  is  settled),  witibont  stating  the  hdt 
that  that  settlement  is  derived  from  its  mother. 
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^^^B   on  oath^  and  other  circumstances^  adjudged  the        1844. 

^^^^  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  Sarah  Sutton^  single  xhb  Qubbn 

^^axan,  and  her  illegitimate  child,  William,  to  be  in  the  t-u-^-^  ^  ^j 

?^^h  of  Atherstone-upon-Stour,  in  the  county  of  War-  Shipston- 

The  examinations  sent  to  the  appellant  parish  with 
the  said  order  of  removal  were,  so  far  as  is  material  to 
the  decision  of  the  Court,  as  follows: — 

"  The  examination  of  Sarah  Sutton,  (the  pauper), 
taken  upon  oath  before  us,  two  of  Her  Majesty* s  justices 
of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  of  Worcester,  who 
upon  her  oath  saith:  *  I  am  about  twenty-four  years  of 
age,  and  have  not,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  and 
belief^  gained  any  settlement  in  my  own  right.  About 
seven  weeks  ago  I  was  delivered  of  a  male  bastard  child, 
in  the  parish  of  Shipston-upon-Stour,  which  has  since 
been  christened  William.' 

"  Taken  and  sworn  before  us,  this  3 1st  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1842. 

*'  William  Dickens  The  mark  of 

"  H.  Townsend.  «  g^rah  Sutton." 

Then  immediately  followed,  on  the  same  sheet  of  paper 
— "  The  examination  of  Patience  Kandall,  the  wife  of 
Thomas  Randall,  of  Shipston-upon-Stour,  in  the  county 
of  Worcester,  labourer,  taken  this  31st  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1842,  who  upon  her  oath  saith:  '  The  pauper,  Sarah 
Sutton,  is  my  daughter ;  she  was  bom  at  the  parish  of 
Atherstone-upon-Stour,  in  the  county  of  Warwick,  and 
is  about  the  age  of  twenty-four  years,  and  is  illegitimate, 
.  being  bom  before  I  was  married.' 

"  Taken  and  sworn,  this  31st  day  of  December,  1842, 

before  us, 

"  William  Dickens,  The  mark  of 

"  H.  Townsend.  _    .      ^^     ,  „  „ 

"  Patience  Randall." 
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1844.  These  two  examinations  filled  the  second  and  third 

Thb  Qukkk  pages  of  the  sheet  of  paper,  the  first  page  of  which  was 

Inhabitaiiti  of  <X5Cupied  by  the  notice  of  chargeability  and  order  of 


Shipston-     moval.    The  whole  was  duly  sent  by  the  overseers  of 

upon-Stour.  ^  <f 

the  respondent  to  the  overseers  of  the  appellant  parish. 
There  were  twelve  grounds  of  appeal,  but  those  upon 
which  the  Court  of  quarter  sessions  grounded  their 
decision  were  as  follow: — 

1.  '^  That  the  said  examinations  are  defective  and  in- 
sufficient in  this,  that  it  is  nowhere  therein  allied,  nor 
does  it  appear,  that  the  said  Sarah  Sutton  is  not  a  widow, 
or  that  she  never  acquired  any  settlement  by  marriage.'* 

2.  *'  That  it  does  not  appear  in  and  by  the  said  ex- 
aminations, or  any  part  thereof,  that  the  examination  of 
the  said  Patience  Randall  was  taken  before  two  of  her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  county  of  Wor- 
cester, nor  that  she  was  examined  before  two  justices  of 
the  sidd  county,  touching  the  place  of  the  legal  settle- 
ment of  the  said  Sarah  Sutton,  or  before  the  two  justices 
who  signed  the  said  order  of  removal.'' 

3.  **  That  the  said  order  of  removal,  as  regards  the  said 
William,  is  bad  and  erroneous  in  this,  that  it  adjudi- 
cates as  to  his  settlement  in  the  said  parish  absolutely, 
whereas  it  should  have  adjudged  and  ordered,  that,  as 
an  illegitimate  child,  he  should  have  and  follow  the 
settlement  of  his  mother,  the  said  Sarah  Sutton,  until 
he  should  attain  the  age  of  sixteen  only." 

Upon  the  appeal  being  called  on  for  hearing,  the  ap- 
pellants contended  that  the  order  ought  to  be  quashed, 
upon  the  objections  contained  in  the  above  grounds  of 
appeal,  and  the  sessions  after  argument  were  of  that 
opinion,  and  quashed  the  order  accordingly. 

If  this  Court  shall  be  of  opinion,  that  the  objections 
stated  in  either  of  the  two  first  grounds  of  appeal  are 
fatal  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  examinations,  then  the 
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order  of  sessioiis  to  be  oonfinned ;  or  if  they  shall  be         1844. 

of  opinion  that  the  order  is  bad  only  on  the  objection  in  ^^p.  ^^1,^ 
the  third  ground  of  appeal  above  stated,  then  the  said 


V, 

Inhabitaoti  of 


order  is  to  be  quashed  so  far  as  regards  the  said  Wil*     Shipstok- 

1.  1.1  1  111.  rroH-STora. 

bam ;  otherwise  the  case  to  be  sent  back  to  the  sessions, 
and  heard  upon  the  merits. 

Sdfe  and  Beadauy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — 
The  objections  here  are  certainly  technical;  but  the 
sessions  are  the  proper  judges  of  the  requinte  particu- 
larity: Regina  ▼.  Bridgewaier  (a). 

1.  The  first  objection  is,  that,  where  a  birth  settie- 
ment  is  stated^  it  is  not  necessary  to  n^ative  by  an- 
ticipation  every  other  possible  settiement  Here,  the 
pauper  negatives  every  settlement  but  one;  she  does 
not  say  she  has  not  been  married.  [Lord  Denman^ 
C.  J. — It  is  stated  that  she  is  single,  and  the  motiier  of 
an  illegitimate  child.]  The  sessions  have  adopted  the 
interpretation  given  to  the  word  **  single  "  in  Regina  v. 
Wynumdham  (i),  that  it  does  not  mean  *^  never  married." 
If  she  had  been  married,  the  child  would  follow  the 
setdement  which  its  mother  acquired  from  her  husband. 
She  does  not  even  state  that  she  is  single ;  there  is  only 
the  adjudication  of  the  justices  that  she  is  so. 

2.  It  must  appear  that  the  examination  of  the  wit- 
nesses was  taken  before  the  justices  who  made  the  order, 
and  that  they  are  justices  of  the  county  in  which  the 
removing  parish  is  situate.  That  does  not  appear  here 
in  the  examinatio9  of  Patience  RandalL  The  heading 
of  her  examination  does  not  state  the  fact  of  its  having 
been  taken  before  any  justices,  and  nothing  can  be  in- 
ferred from  the  similarity  of  names.  In  Rex  v.  Step^ 
7i€y(c),  where  a  similar  objection  was  taken  to  the  order 

(a)  10  A.  &  E.  693.       (b)  2  Q.  B.  R.  541.      (c)  Burr.  S.  C.  23. 
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1844.         of  removal  for  an  uncertain  reference  to  the  county  in 

The  Qubbn    describing  the  justices,  Page^  J.,  sidd,  "  As  to  intend- 

inhabf'  ta  f    ™^^*>  ^^  ^^^"^  intend  nothing;  the  order  ought  to  appear 

SHipgTOK-     to  us  to  be  good."   Great  particularity  must  be  observed 

in  the  jurat :  Regina  v.  Silkstane  (a). 

3.  The  order  adjudicates  absolutely  on  the  settlementz: 
of  the  illegitimate  child  bom  in  Shipston.  Before  th^= 
4  &  5  Will.  4y  c  76,  an  illegitimate  child  was 
where  bom;  but,  by  s.  71  of  that  act,  "every  chile 
which  shall  be  bom  a  bastard  after  the  passing  of  this^ 
act  shall  have  and  follow  the  settlement  of  the  mothec^ 
of  such  child,  until  such  child  shall  attain  the  age  or<^ 
sixteen,  or  shall  acquire  a  settlement  in  its  own  right*^  - 
The  word  "until"  overrides  both  the  verbs  "have" 
"  follow ;"  the  act  intends  that  the  child  shall  only  hav< 
the  mother's  settlement  until  he  is  sixteen,  or  has 
quired  a  settlement  in  his  own  right  At  the  age  oi 
sixteen,  an  illegitimate  child  reverts  to  its  birth  settl< 
ment ;  and  therefore  the  adjudication  should  have  been^ 
conditional  as  to  the  child.  If  not,  the  parish  might  be  ^ 
estopped  from  aflerwards  disputing  its  settlement  in  - 
Atherstone :  Regina  v.  Arlecdon  (i). 

Whitmore  and  Huddkstoriy  contra,  were  directed  to 
confine  themselves  to  the  two  first  objections: — 

1.  The  justices  making  an  order  of  removal  are  only 
required  to  find  some  settlement,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
to  negative  subsequent  settlements.  If  circumstances 
have  changed,  the  appellants  should  s^t  up  that  change 
as  an  answer.  Here,  an  undisputed  birth  settlement  is 
stated,  which  is  sufficient :  Rex  v.  Wixley  (c).  Rex  v. 
St  Mary  J  Leicester  (d), 

2.  No  doubt,  if  the  examination  was  not  in  fact  taken 

(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  520.  (c)  2  Bott,  14. 

(b)  11  A.  &  E.  87.  (d)  3  A.  &  E.  644. 
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Wore  the  same  justices,  the  objection  would  arise,  but 

that  &ct  need  not  appear  affirmatively  on  the  documents 

Bent  with  the  order.     The  4  &  6  Will  4,  c  76,  s.  79, 

only  requires  that  a  copy  of  the  examinations  shall  be 

sent,  which  is  fully  complied  with  by  sending  only  the 

>Qbject-matter  without  heading  or  jurat.  [  Coleridge^  J. — 

The  objection  is  to  the  examinations,  not  the  copy :  you 

cumot  contend  that  the  original  examination  need  not 

we  either  heading  or  jurat.]     The  ground  of  appeal 

objects  to  '^  the  sud  examinations,"  which  refers  to  those 

'cnt  to  the  appellants.     But  here  it  is  clear  the  magis- 

^tes  were  the  same ;  the  names  are  the  same,  with 

^  same  peculiarity  of  signature  of  Christian  names. 

The  jurat  concludes  "before  us,"  and  is  dated  "Mtf 

3lat  day,  and  both  refer  to  the  same  pauper.     There 

^^^  be  no  reasonable  doubt.     Regina  v.  Silkstone  (a) 

^^^^\&  this  as  a  judicial  act,  where  every  thing  is  to  be 

{*"e8umed  rightly   done;    or,   according   to   Regina  v. 

^^herham  (^),  to  be  construed  by  fair  intendment. 
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The  Qubbn 

V, 

lohabitanti  of 

Shipston- 
uroN-Sroum. 


Xord  Denman,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  there  is 
'^Oiiein  this  objection  than  I  at  first  sight  supposed, 
'^^t  is,  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  examination  is 
•^ted  to  have  been  taken,  so  as  to  shew  it  was  by  proper 
J^^^nsdiction.  [His  Lordship  read  the  examinations.]    It  is 
'^^t;  stated  in  the  latter  examination,  or  in  the  jurat  to  it, 
*^^t  it  was  taken  before  persons  having  authority  to  ad- 
'"^iiuster  an  oath.     It  is  contended  that  it  is  not  neces- 
"^^  to  set  out  the  heading  or  jurat,  and  that  sending  the 
^^ftminations  in  substance  would  comply  with  the  Poor 
*^w  Amendment  Act;    but  I  cannot  admit  that;  I 
"Unk  it  is  safer  to  send  an  exact  copy  of  tiie  examina- 
tions with  the  order.     But,  whether  that  be  so  or  not, 
we  shall  conclude  what  is  sent  here  to  be  a  correct  copy; 


(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  520. 


(6)  Id.  557,  n. 
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1844.  and  the  qaestion  is,  whether  the  last  examination  ia  to 
Thb  Quecn  he  taken  as  connected  with  the  first,  or  as  standing  alone. 
*  1.  viT:  ^    #1  think  it  stands  alone,  and  that  therefore  there  is  no- 

lohabitanti  of 

SHiptTox-  thing  to  connect  it  with  the  same  justices,  or  with  two 
justices  of  the  county.  It  is  true  the  names  and  dates 
are  the  same,  but  I  think  that  we  ought  not  to  be  left 
to  presume  any  thing  as  to  parties  having  authority  to 
administer  an  oath. 


Patteson,  J. — I  think  we  must  suppose  these  to  be 
true  copies  of  the  original  examinations.  It  has  been 
contended  that  the  jurat  may  be  omitted.  Suppose  it 
was.  The  first  examination  would  appear  from  the 
heading  to  be  by  two  justices,  but  the  second  would 
shew  nothing  of  the  sort,  and  you  cannot  leave  out  the 
heading  of  the  examination  of  Sarah  Sutton,  as  that  is 
the  only  place  in  which  the  fact  of  these  persons  being 
justices  appears.  Then,  supposing  these  to  be  true  co- 
pies, could  Patience  Randall  be  indicted  for  peijury 
upon  them?  I  think  not.  If  we  allowed  this,  we 
should  be  asked  to  allow  two  affidavits  upon  the  same 
sheet  of  paper,  one  purporting  to  bo  sworn  before  «  A. 
B.,  a  commissioner"  &c.,  and  the  other  before  "  A.  B.,* 
leaving  out  that  statement.  I  do  not  know  how  far  we 
might  be  called  upon  to  go.  We  cannot  refer  one 
document  to  another,  when  there  may  be  no  connexion 
between  them. 

Williams,  J. — I  was  at  first  struck  by  the  remark  of 
Mr.  WkUmorey  that  a  copy  of  the  evidence  only  was 
necessary ;  but  the  case  expressly  sets  aside  that  point. 
The  way  in  which  the  heading  of  the  examinations  is 
stated  shews  that  they  were  sent  in  toto.  The  first  is 
curiously  set  out ;  but  the  second  repudiates  a  compe- 
tent foundation  for  a  charge  of  perjury,  as  there  is  no 
reference  in  it  to  the  persons  mentioned  in  the  first, 


s 
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nor  any  sufficient  statement  of  the  qualification  of  the        1844. 

parties  taking  the  second.     If  the  headings  were  omit-  thc  Qdbbn 

ted,  see  what  would  be  the  nakedness  and  destitution  inj^biumu  of 

of  the  case.     It  would  be  clipped  of  all  the  necessary  Shipston- 

UPON-Sroua. 

qualities  of  examinations. 

Coleridge  J. — I  have  come  with  reluctance  to  the 
same  conclusion,  but  I  think  it  is  the  only  one  at  which 
i^e  could  arriye  with  safety.  The  appellants  must  pre- 
sume that  a  correct  copy  of  the  examination  is  sent 
them,  and  take  their  objections  accordingly.  I  do  not 
quite  agree  with  Mr.  Beadon,  that  we  are  to  construe 
examinations  as  strictly  as  orders  formerly,  for  magis- 
trates are  to  judge  of  the  meaning  of  words  in  examina- 
tions,  and  if  they  were  satisfied,  we  should  not  question 
their  decision ;  still,  as  to  all  that  gives  the  magistrates 
jurisdiction,  I  think  the  rule  is  well  applied;  it  ought 
to  be  distinctly  stated,  so  as  unequivocally  to  shew 
jurisdiction.  Now,  taking  one  examination  here,  it 
clearly  does  not  Then,  is  it  to  be  connected  with  the 
other?  It  is  contended  that  it  may  be,  because  they 
are  upon  the  same  sheet  of  paper,  and  there  are  the  same 
date,  names,  and  peculiarity  of  signature,  and  that  it 
^would  be  hard  to  hold  otherwise.  But,  as  my  Brother 
JPattetan  says,  where  are  we  to  stop  ?  Suppose  the  hand- 
ivriting  of  the  two  jurats  was  the  same,  would  that  be 
suffident?  I  think  we  ought  not  to  allow  the  fact  of 
jurisdiction  to  be  lefl  to  be  supplied  by  parol  evidence 
or  external  circumstances.  It  is  better  to  make  a  rule 
that  magistrates  should  be  strictly  regular ;  and  if  so> 
all  these  discussions  will  be  avoided. 

Orders  of  sessions  confirmed. 
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1844. 

•  

May  29th,  The  Queen  r.  The  Inhabitants  of  Farthinghoe. 

A  certificate  of  \JN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  Oxford- 

undCT5&?  s^rcj   dated   March   3l8t,    1843,  for    the   remoYal  of 

Vict.  c.  57,8.  William   Wliitmill,   Mary   his   wife,  and   their   three 

17,  w  required  '             •' 

to  be  signed  by  children,  from  the  township  of  North  Newington,  in 

chairman  of  the  the  countj  of  Oxford,  to  the  township  of  Farthinghoe, 

^ms  andi^-  ^"  *^^  county  of  Northampton,  the  sessions  confirmed 

ed  with  their  ^^  order  of  removal,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 

■eal,  and  count-  ''                       '■ 

er.aigned  by  on  a  Case. 

penon  acting  The  evidence  and  examinations  on  which  the  original 

" AmBnodof  ^^^^  ^^  made,  so  far  as  are  material  to  this  case,  were 

appeal  against  as  follow  : — 
an  order  of  re- 

« that  it  did  not  William  Whitmill,  the  pauper,  said,  "For   twelve 

Suun^tloM  weeks  past,  I  and  my  wife  and  family  have  been  in  the 

that  the  ccrtifi-  workhousc  of  the  Banbury  Union.     Before  that  time,  I 

cate  was  siged  ...                              . 

mul  aeaied,  oi  was  residing  in  the  townsliip  of  North  Newington,  in 

MMute  by  the  *^®  ^^  county  of  Oxford.     I  have  heard  tlie  certificate 

'TS^"^  M  ^^w  produced  read  by  ilr.  George  Moore,  clerk  to  the 

Held,  (Cole-  guardians  of  the  Banbury  Union,  and  I  am  the  same 

•entienie),  that  William  Whitmill  therein  mentioned.*^ 

this  ground, 

maU^^tlt^  Certificate  of  chargcability,  Banbury  Union,  weekly 

was  sufficient  to  meeting,  the  30th  day  of  March,  1843: — "The  guardians 

lants  into  the'  of  the  poor  of  the  Banbury  Union,  in  the  counties  of 

?hire^wa°8n^^  Oxon,   Northampton,    Glouce8t<jr,    and   Warwick,    do 

sutemcntof  hcrcbv  Certify,  that  William  Whitmill  and  Mary  his 

the  certificate  .                         .                        . 

being  sealed,  oi  wife,  and  thcir  three  children,  Gcoi^,  Hannah,   and 

!r/a/tt/«,  I.  e.    *  Elizabeth,  now  residing  at  the  workhouse  of  the  siud 

Sb^board*^  ^^  uuion,  in  the  township  of  Nestlirop,  in  the  county  of 

guardians.  Oxon,  are  now,  and  have  been  for  the  space  of  twdve 

weeks  past,  chargeable  to  the  township  of  North  New- 
ington, in  the  county  of  Oxon,  and  within  the  union 
aforesaid.  Given  under  the  seal  of  the  board  of  guar- 
dians of  the  Banbury  Union  aforesaid,  at   a  meeting 
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^  the  guardians  aforesaid,  held  on  the  day  and  year  1844. 

tforesaid.  Thk  Qucbn 

**  Henry  Bobert  Brayne,  Presiding  Chairman  (l.  s.)  inhabiunts  of 

*'  G.  Moore,  Clerk  to  the  board  of  guardians  of  the  Farthiko- 
Banbury  Union." 

G.  Moore  said,  ^^I  was  present  at  a  meeting  of  the 
guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  Banbury  Union,  in  the 
oounties  of  Oxon,  Northampton,  Gloucester,  and  War- 
wick, held  at  the  workhouse  of  the  said  union,  and  did 
see  H.  B.  Brayne,  the  presiding  chairman  of  the  said 
meeting,  sign  the  above-written  certificate ;  I  did  also, 
at  the  said  meeting,  as  the  clerk  to  the  board  of  guardians 
of  the  said  union,  countersign  the  said  certificate ;  the 
names  *  Henry  Bobert  Brayne'  and  *  George  Moore 'jset 
and  subscribed  to  the  said  certificate  are  of  the  proper 
handwriting  of  the  said  H.  B.  Brayne,  and  of  me,  this 
deponent,  respectively." 

The  material  grounds  of  appeal  were: — 

1.  **That  it  does  not  appear  by  any -legal  evidence 
that  the  certificate  of  chargeability,  dated  the  30th  day 
of  March,  1843,  and  upon  which  the  said  order  was 
made,  was  signed  and  sealed,  as  required  by  the  statute 
in  that  case  made  and  provided,  by  the  presiding  chair- 
man of  the  board  of  guardians  of  the  Banbury  Union, 
or  of  a  district  board." 

2.  "  That  the  order  of  removal  was  made  without 
any  l^al  evidence  that  the  said  William  Whitmill, 
with  his  wife  and  family,  were,  at  the  date  of  the  same, 
actually  chargeable  to  the  township  of  North  Newington, 
and  without  any  proof  that  they  were  then  inhabiting  in 
the  said  township." 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  and  after  the  ex- 
aminations and  grounds  of  appeal  had  been  read,  it  was 
objected  by  the  respondents  that  the  first  ground  of 
Bppeal  was  bad,  inasmuch  as  the  statute  does  not  require 
the  certificate  of  chargeability  to  be  sealed  by  the  pre- 

voi^  I.  s  N.  s.  c. 
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sidiDg  chairman ;  but  the  sessions  held  that  the  gronn 
of  appeal  was  sufficient.  The  appellants  then  objecte 
that  no  proof  was  contained  in  the  above  examinatioi 
and  certificate  of  chargeability,  that  the  certificate  w . 
sealed  as  required  by  the  statute. 

These  objections  were  overruled  by  the  sessions^  aza 
after  hearing  evidence  in  support  of  a  settlement,  allqg 
in  a  subsequent  ground  of  appeal  to  have  been  gair^ 
by  the  pauper  in  the  resix)ndent  township,  the  order- 
removal  was  confirmed,  subject  to  a  case  for  the  opini 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  upon  the  above  objc 
tions ;  and  the  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Courts 
whether,  upon  such  objections,  the  order  of  remo'^ 
should  have  been  confirmed  or  quashed. 

Keating^  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — T- 
Stat.  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  57,  s.  17  (a),  requires  the  certifioa 


(a)  By  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  57, 
B.  17,  it  is  enacted,  ^^  That,  when- 
ever a  hoard  of  guardians  is  em- 
powered to  make  any  order,  or 
to  prefer  any  complaint,  claim, 
or  application,  before  justices  or 
otherwise,  if  any  such  board  re- 
solve to  make  such  order,  or  to 
prefer  such  complaint,  claim,  or 
application,  a  copy  of  the  minute 
of  such  resolution,  signed  by  the 
presiding  chairman  of  such  board, 
and  sealed  with  their  seal,  and 
countersigned  by  their  clerk  or 
person  acting  as  their  clerk,  shall 
be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  suffi- 
cient proof  of  tlie  making  of  such 
order,  or  of  the  preferring  of  such 
complaint,  claim,  application,  or 
otherwise,  as  the  case  may  be ; 
and  that,  whenever,  either  for  the 
purpose  of  making  an  order  for 
the  removal  of  a  pauper,  or  on  the 
trial  of  an  appeal  against  such 


order,  or  for  any  other  parpen 
it  shall  be  necessary  to  prov0 
what  parish  a  pauper  has  becoi 
chargeable,  (if  in  such  parish  < 
laws  for  the  relief  of  the  p* 
shall  be  administered  by  a  b€>< 
of  guardians  or  a  district  boas'' 
a  certificate  of  such  pauper  l*^* 
ing  so  become  chargeable,  sSj 
ed,  sealed,  and  countersignec^ 
aforesaid,  shall  be  sufficient  p^ 
to  what  parish  and  at  what  t-^ 
such  pauper  became  and  ** 
chargeable,  unless  the  contr^ 
shall  be  proved  by  other  l^ 
evidence;  and  that,  in  all  c^ 
in  which  the  guardians  of  ^ 
parish  or  union  are  or  may  h^ 
after  be  empowered  to  make  ^ 
application  or  complaint,  or 
take  any  proceedings  before  ^ 
justices  at  petty  or  special  or  # 
neral  or  quarter  sessions,  it  sl^ 
be  lawful  for  any  officer  of 
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'chargeability  to  be  signed  by  the  presiding  chairman^ 
ded  with  the  seal  of  the  guardians,  and  countersigned 

their  clerk.  The  objection  intended  to  be  raised  is, 
it  it  does  not  sufficiently  appear  on  the  examinations 
it  the  certificate  was  sealed  as  directed  by  the  statute. 
le  first  ground  of  appeal  is,  that  it  is  not  signed  and 
led  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  statute,  hy  the  "pre" 
\ng  chairman.     But  the  statute  does  not  require  it  to 

sealed  by  the  chairman.  The  real  objection  cannot 
taken  under  these  grounds  of  appeal,  the  first  ground 
ating  to  a  specific  defect  in  the  certificate,  as  not  being 
led  by  the  chairman,  and  the  second  being  a  general 
und,  that  there  is  no  legal  evidence  of  chargeability. 

Heffina  v.  Staple  Fitzpaine  (a),  it  was  held,  that, 
ere  a  specific  objection  is  taken,  together  with  the 
leral  ground  '^  that  the  examination  is  informal  and 
oily  insufficient  in  law  and  bad  on  the  face  of  it," 
>tlier  specific  objection  cannot  be  taken  under  the 
leral  ground.  In  Regina  v.  Flockton  {b)y  where  the 
lifficiency  of  residence  was  allowed  to  be  objected  to 
der  the  general  ground,  there  was  no  specific  objection 
cen,  the  other  grounds  of  appeal  raising  merely  ques- 
ma  of  fact;  therefore  the  authority  of  Regina  v.  Staple 
\izpaine  (a)  remains  unimpeached.  The  first  ground 
xe  points  to  one  defect  in  the  certificate,  and  therefore 
e  appellants  cannot  rely  on  the  general  ground,  that 
ere  is  no  legal  evidence  of  chargeability.     In  Regina 

Whitley  Upper  (c),  the  respondents  relied  on  a  settle- 
ent  by  parish  apprenticeship,  and  the  ground  of  appeal 
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lardians,    empowered  by    any     ings  on  behalf  of  such  guardians^ 


ard  of  such  guardians,  by  an 
ler  in  writing,  under  the  hand 
the  presiding  chairman  of  such 
ard,  and  sealed  with  the  com- 
)n  seal  of  such  guardians,  to 
ike  such  application  or  com- 
linty  or  to  take  such  proceed- 


as  effectually,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  as  if  the  same  were 
made  or  taken  by  such  guardians, 
or  any  of  them,  in  person." 

(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  488. 

\b)  Id.  535. 

(c)  11  A.  &  E.  90. 


82 
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1844.  was»  ''that  the  requisites  of  the  56  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  and 
Th»  Qvmms  ^^^e  particularly  section  5,  were  not  complied  with ;"  and 
_  .  ,  .^'  ^  «  it  was  held  that  the  objection  could  not  be  taken,  that 

Inhabitinti  of  ,  , 

Faktbino-  the  overseers  had  no  notice,  as  it  was  not  specifically 
pointed  out.  Here  the  objection  is,  that  the  requisites 
of  a  statute  have  not  been  complied  with.  Still,  from 
the  whole  of  the  examinations,  there  is  evidence  that 
the  certificate  of  chargeability  was  sealed  with  the  seal 
of  the  union,  which  may  therefore  be  concluded :  Regina 
V.  Ratherham  (a). 

V,  Lee^  contr&. — The  statute  requires  that  the  certifi- 
cate of  chargeability  shall  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of 
the  guardians.  The  examinations  do  not  state  that  the 
certificate  was  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  guardians,  or 
that  it  was  signed  and  sealed  in  the  manner  directed 
by  the  statute,  or  that  it  was  sealed  at  alL  If  the  origi- 
nal certificate  was  produced,  there  is  nothing  to  shew 
that  the  seal  is  the  seal  of  the  guardians,  and  no  such 
allegation.  The  real  objection  raised  by  the  groond  of 
appeal,  although  perhaps  informal,  is,  that  the  certificate 
was  not  signed  and  sealed  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by 
the  statute.  Then,  assmning  that  the  certificate  is  bad, 
there  is  no  statement  that  the  pauper  was  actually 
chargeable  to  the  removing  parish,  as  required  by  the 
35  Geo.  3,  c  101.  The  pauper  only  states, ''  For  twelve 
weeks  past,  I  and  my  wife  and  family  have  been  in  the 
workhouse  of  the  Banbury  Union."  There  is,  therefore^ 
no  statement  of  chargeabihty  so  as  to  give  the  magi- 
strates jurisdiction. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  ob- 
jection first  mentioned  is  good.  The  only  doubt  was 
whether  it  could  be  taken  advantage  of  in  this  manner. 

(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  657. 
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Sut  that  would  not  be  an  ingenuous  way  of  dealing  with        i844. 
it.    Whoever  put  the  seal,  whether  the  chairman  or  any    thTqumn 
body  else,  would  make  little  difference*     We  ouffht  to  ,     .  .«'• 

.  ^  \      '  .  «  ,  .       .  11       InbaWtwitsof 

take  the  proper  meamng  of  the  objection  to  be,  that  the    Fakthino- 
seal  was  not  placed  in  the  manner  required  by  tlie         "^** 
statute. 

Patteson,  J. — I  do  not  see  how  to  get  over  the  ob- 
jection ;  unless  it  can  be  contended  that  the  seal  proves 
itself,  there  must  be  some  evidence  of  it  If  any  evi- 
dence is  required  that  the  signature  is  that  of  the  pro-  * 
per  person,  then  it  must  also  be  proved  that  the  seal  is 
the  proper  seal. 

Williams  J. — It  stands  admitted  that  we  must  read 
it,  that  the  certificate  was  not  signed  and  sealed  as  di- 
rected by  the  statute.  I  understand  the  fact  to  be,  that 
the  chairman  of  the  board  signed  it ;  but  it  was  not 
signed  and  sealed  as  required  by  the  statute,  because 
the  common  seal  was  not  proved  to  be  put  on  it. 

CoLEBiDGE,  J. — I  have  no  doubt  that  the  objection  is 
a  good  one,  but  the  difficulty  I  have  had,  and  which  I 
still  feel,  is  whether  it  is  properly  stated.  It  is  not  the 
formal  ground  of  objection,  but  only  a  point  taken  by 
counseL  I  do  not  know;  that  we  should  look  at  the 
statute  at  aD  for  this  purpose.  The  question  seems  to 
be,  whether  the  affixing  the  seal  by  the  chairman  of  the 
board  means  the  same  thing  as  affixing  the  seal  of  the 
union.  If  the  act  required  the  seal  to  be  affixed  by  the 
prending  chairman,  the  objection  could  not  have  been 
taken  in  better  luiguage.  But  I  think  we  cannot 
model  the  objection  to  suit  the  act  of  Parliament,  and 
I  therefore  doubt  if  this  is  well  taken. 

Orders  quashed. 
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1844. 

/wM  lit.  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Lidford. 

There  mast  be  vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  o: 
orthc^t'oT  county  of  Devon,  for  the  removal  of  George  Lea 
the  chargcabi-    ^jg  yf\£Q  ^nd  three  children,  from  the  parish  of  W 

hty.  of  a  pauper  ^  ^  ,  * 

to  theremoying  combc-in-the-Moor  to  the  parish  of  Lidford,  both  i 
eumine^ions     s^d  countj,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  sa 
"rfcr'ofrc^      to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  a  case, 
moral.  The  examinations  sent  with  the  order  of  removal 

And  a  state- 
ment in  the       respectively  headed  as  follows : — 

^t™a  paupw'is      "  The  examination  of ,  as  to  the  legal  pla 

chargeable  Ui     settlement  of  George  Leaman,  his  wife  and  faml 

the  parish,  ... 

thoagh  coupled  present  residing  in,  and  chargeable  tOy  the  pari) 
stotement  in  Widdecombc-in-the-Moor,  in  the  county  of  Devon 
^  eMm^l°^  George  Leaman,  the  pauper,  said,  "  I  am  now, 
tions,  was  held  my  wife  and  three  children,  residing  in  the  pari 

inauflScient.  , 

Widdecombe-in-the-Moor,  and  chargeable  to  the 
parish.  I  am  now  confined  to  my  bed,  and  incapa 
being  moved,  from  a  broken  leg." 

Then  followed  the  examinations  of  Richard  E 
relieving  oflScer  of  Newton  Abbot  Union,  in  whic 
parish  of  Widdecombc  is  situate,  and  of  Gertrude 
man,  the  mother  of  the  pauper,  as  to  other  facts  o 
settlement  not  material  to  this  case. 

It  was  objected  in  the  grounds  of  appeal,  *^  tha 
examinations  did  not  contain  sufficient  legal  evi< 
of  the  paupers  having  been  actually  chargeable  1 
parish  of  Widdecombe  at  the  time  of  the  takin 
said  examinations ;  and  that  the  best  evidence  of 
chargeability  was  not  produced  before  the  rem 
justices." 

The  sessions  overruled  the  objection,  and  conf 
the  order,  but  granted  a  case  for  the  opinion  o 
Courts  whether  the  examinations  did  contsdn  sufl 
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evidence  that  the  paupers  were  actually  chargeable  i844. 

tc>   'kHe  parish  of  Widdecombe  at  the  time  of  the  taking  xhTquben 

tVi.^  said  examinations,  it  being  contended  by  the  appel-  y 

y^^Txt^y  that,  the  evidence  therein  contained  waa  not  the  Liofokd. 

b^ftt  evidence  of  such  chargeability . 

Jkferivale,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — There 

is    here  suflScient  evidence  of  chargeability.     The  case 

of*  Jieffina  v.  H^h  Bickington  (a)  will  be  relied  on,  but 

that    is   distinguishable.     The   heading  of  these   exa- 

nainations   states,  that   the   pauper   is  chargeable.     In 

^egina   v.  Rotherham  {b)  there   was  no  statement  of 

uihabitancy,  except  in  the  heading,  which  the  Court 

held,  on  fair  and  reasonable  intendment,  was  sufficient 

That  case  is  rightly  founded.     The  justices  must  satisfy 

themselves  of  three  facts, — residence,  chargeability,  and 

^ttlement.     The  two  first  of  tliese  are  only  preliminary. 

^y  the  35  Geo.  3,  c.  101,  s.  1,  actual  chargeability  is 

"*e  foundation  of  the  removal,  but  nothing  more :   the 

^^^  question  to  be  tried  is  the  settlement.     The  cccjle- 

siastical  courts  grant  probate  upon  a  statement   that    " 

-^  B.  is  possessed  of  or  entitled  to  certain  property; 

*nd  affidavits  of  debt  allege  that  A.  B.  is  indebted :  both 

^Gse  are  conclusions  of  law,  but  both  arc  sufficient,  be- 

^^8e  they  are  merely  statements  on  oath  taken  in  pre- 

^iitunary  proceedings,  for  the  purpose  of  founding  juris- 

^^^tion.   These  are  not  regarded  as  statements  of  legal  in- 

l^f  ences,  but  as  compendious  statements  of  fact.    Again, 

the  pauper  means  to  say,  "  I  am  legally  chargeable," 

^^t  would  be  a  legal  inference ;  but  the  contrary  is  the 

^^t,  he  is  removed  because  he  is  not  legally  charge- 

^^le.     There  are,  therefore,  two  senses  to  the  word. 

"^  Pauper  may  be  chargeable,  without  actually  receiving 

^lief.     Suppose  he  had  said,  "  I  am  destitute,  and  have 

^  power  of  obtaining  relief;"  that  would  be  evidence  of 

(a)  AnU,  p.  121.  (6)  2  Q.  B.  R.  657 ;  2  G.  &  D.  623. 
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1844.  chargeabllity  sufficient  to  give  the  magistrates  juriadio- 

'j^^^'X^^  tion.     Before  the  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c  76,  there  was  m 

P'  mode  of  questionincr  the  evidence,  either  of  the  charse 

Inhabituti  of  ^  6  »  6 


LioroED.  ability  or  settlement,  which  was  taken  before  the  jus-  — 
tices.  The  81st  section  provides,  "  that  the  respondents  r 
shall  not  go  into  or  give  evidence  of  any  other  ground 
of  removal,  except  those  set  out  in  the  examinations.'^' 
That  section  clearly  contemplates  other  grounds  of  set- 
tlement, not  the  preliminary  matters  of  chargeability 
and  residence.  The  intention  was  to  leave  them  as  they 
were  before,  with  the  right  to  the  appellants  to  deny 
and  refute  them.  The  evil  to  be  remedied  was  to  pre- 
vent one  parish  tricking  another ;  but  that  is  not  likely 
to  be  the  case  in  matters  of  residence  and  chargeability. 
{WilUamSy  J. — Suppose  no  relief  or  chargeability  were 
stated,  how  could  the  question  be  nused  by  the  appel- 
lants, they  cannot  go  into  other  grounds  ?]  They  could 
say  now,  as  they  could  before  the  act,  that  the  pauper  was 
not  chargeable  when  removed.  [Coleridge^  J. — How 
could  they  know  the  fact  in  the  case  of  a  removal  from 
Yorkshire  to  Cornwall?  You  ought  to  give  all  the  in- 
formation, to  enable  the  other  parish  to  say  whether  they 
will  or  will  not  appeal.  You  do  not  deny  that  there 
must  be  evidence  of  chargeability,  therefore  that  must 
be  sent  with  the  examinations.  It  will  not  do  to  send 
what  are  thought  the  material  parts  of  them  (a).  Liord 
DenmaUy  C.  J. — The  very  thing  contemplated  by  the 
35  Geo.  3,  c.  101,  was,  that  there  should  be  an  actual 
burthen  on  the  parish.]  The  fair  construction  of  the 
81st  sect,  of  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  is,  that  the  legislature 
had  in  view  a  substantial  grievance,  and  have  not  alluded 
to  residence  or  chargeability,  even  by  fair  and  reasonable 
intendment.  The  danger  of  an  order  made  without  suf- 
ficient evidence  on  these  subjects  was  so  minute  as  not 

(a)  Regina  v.  Outweli,  9  A.  &  £.836. 
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be  oontemplated.    [Cobru^e,  J. — Your  conBtruction         i844. 
Qnight  be  good  under  some  circumstances,  but  holding    xhi  Qukbit 
role  strictly  may  prevent  some  great  abuses.]  y- 

Inliabitaiits  of 


Greenwood  and  Rowe^  contra,  were  not  called  upon. 

Liord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  objection  must  prevail. 

Pattbson,    WiLLiAMSy   and  Coleridge,    Js.,  con- 
curred. 

Orders  quashed. 


LiDrOED. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Biding.         June  9rd. 

(Beckington  v.  Elland). 

In  this  case  a  rule  nisi  for  a  mandamus  had  been  ob-  Where  an  in- 

tained  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  calling  upon  the  justices  ^^  to'cxer-' 

of  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire  to  enter  continuances  ^  *  jurUdic- 

^  ^  tion  imposed 

and  to  hear  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal     The  on  it  by  law, 

sessions  had  refused  to  hear  the  appeal,  on  the  ground  by  mandamm/ 

that  the  examinations  sent  with  the  order  of  removal  ^J^  fhST' 

were  defective,  in  not  stating  the  settlement  intended  ^^^^  i*  **" 

■  ,  ,  ,  acted,  its  judg- 

to  be  relied  on  with  a  sufficient  degree  of  particularity,  ment  can  only 

In  Easter  Term,  pending  this  rule,  the  case  of  Regina  v.  thJcoart  on  a 

The  Jtutices  of  Kesteven  (a)  was  decided,  in  which  it  ff"  •?*f«^ '«' 

•'  ^  '  Its  opinion. 

was  held,  that,  where  the  sessions  had  come  to  a  deci-      Therefore, 

where  the  ses- 
sion on  the  insufficiency  of  the  statements  in  the  grounds  sions  refused  to 

of  appeal,  and  had  refused  to  allow  the  appellants  to  on^anapwMo! 

CO  into  evidence,  this  Court  would  not  interfere  by  °^  the  ground 

G  '  "^  that  the  exami- 

mandamus,  thereby  to  review  the  correctness  of  their  nations  were 

.  .  deficient  in  par- 

deClSlOn.  ticolarity,  this 

In  this  term,  Hall  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  mandamns  to  * 

compel  them, 
(a)  Ant^j  p.  151. 
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1844.         he  should  not  be  permitted  to  file  additional  affidavits, 
Thb  Quekn     in  order  to  distinguish  this  case  from  the  former,  and 

The  Justices  of  ^  ®^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ™^®  there  laid  down  by  the  Court 
the  West      ^^g  ^ot  conclusive  on  the  respondents  in  the  present 
instance.     He  cited,  in  support  of  the  motion,  the  cases 
collected  in  Archbold's  Practice  (a),  and  the  cases  of  Rexr 
V.  The  Justices  of  Cornwall  (5),  Rex  v.  TTie  Justices  oj^ 
Derbyshire  (c),  Rex  v.   The  Justices  of  Denbighshire  {d) 
as  instances  where  this  Court  has  interfered  by  mand 
mus ;  and  Rex  v.  Tlie  Justices  of  T^ancashire  (c),  whe 
Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  said,  "  We  think  that  justice  vn 
be  most  satisfactorily  administered  by  ordering  the  jue 
tices  to  enter  continuances  and  hear  this  appeaL     The, 
certainly  have  a  discretionary  power  to  make  rules  f< 
the  governance  of  the  practice  at  the  sessions,  but 
case  cited  (f)  shews  that  this  Court,  for  the  purposes 
justice,  will  interfere  to  control  that  discretion." 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgmen"  J 
of  the  Court. — This  was  a  case  against  the  justices  or:^ 

the  peace  for  the  West  Riding,  which  arose  in  this  way : 

In  a  former  term,  cause  was  shewn  against  a  rule  for  t^ 
mandamus  (t/),  requiring  the  Court  of  quarter  sessions  tc^ 
enter  continuances  and  to  hear  an  appeal,  on  the  ground 
that  it  had  improperly  refused  to  do  so  when  the  case 
was  ciilled  on  for  trial.  The  C4iuse  shewn  was,  that  that 
Court  had  heard  the  appeal  and  decided  upon  it,  and 
that  we  could  not  subsequently  enter  upon  any  inquiry 
as  to  whether  their  judgment  was  right.    In  giving  efifect 

(a)  Vol.  2,  p.  1185.  (/)  Rex  v.  Justices  of  Will- 
lb)  5  A.  &  E.  134.  shire,  10  East,  404. 

(c)  6  A.  &  E.  885.  (ff)  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of 

(d)  9  Dowl.  509.  Kesteven,  ante,  p.  151. 
(«)  7  B.  &  C.  691 . 
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this  argument  we  were  under  the  necjesslty  of  re-con-         JS44, 
lerinir  some  former  decisions  of  this  Court,  by  which    ^'^    ;; 

^  .  "^  Thb  Queen 

wsa  determmed  that  a  mandamus  would  be  the  proper  v. 

J     /»  II*        J.T-  •         X  X  xv    •  The  Justices  of 

Kie  lor  compeilmg  the  sessions  to  correct  tbeu:  error ;  the  West 
d  we  felt  it  our  duty  to  overrule  expressly  the  case  of  I^^ino. 
rffina  V.  77ie  Justices  of  Carnarvonshire  (a)  and  Regina 

The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (b),  and  perhaps  some 
ler  cases. 

The  more  the  question  is  considered,  the  more  clearly 
11  be  shewn  the  propriety  of  our  last  decision.  The 
iu^tice  which  had  crept  in,  from  the  desire  enjtertain- 

bj  the  Court,  that  in  all  cases  a  fair  trial  of  the  is-    * 
B  between  the  parties  should  be  had,  would  have  led 

perpetual  interference  with  every  proceeding  of  the 
arter  sessions,  both  embarrassing  and  derogatory  to  a 
bunal  exercising  very  important  functions.  All  now 
iderstand,  that,  when  any  such  tribunal  declines  to  ex-' 
zi&e  a  jurisdiction  imposed  on  it  by  the  law,  this  Court 
11  enforce  its  proceeding ;  but  that,  when  it  has  acted, 
I  judgment  can  only  be  reversed  here  on  a  case  stated 
'-  itself  for  our  opinion.  There  is  certainly  no  want  of 
cility  in  granting  such  cases,  and  they  are  conveniently 
9po8ed  of  on  grounds  well  understood  between  the 
xties,  while  the  conflict  of  affidavits  on  such  matters 
of  itself  a  real  evil. 

As  soon  as  the  said  rule  was  discharged,  another,  in- 
»lving  the  same  point,  was  brought  before  us ;  we  in- 
ured of  the  learned  counsel  who  appeared  in  support  of 
,  whether  the  two  cases  could  be  distinguished;  the 
amed  counsel  did  not  attempt  to  shew  that  our  pre- 
ding  decision  was  wrong,  and  that  tlie  former  author- 
ies  ought  still  to  prevail ;  but  he  expressed  an  opinion 
lat  the  two  cases  might  probably  be  distinguished,  and, 

(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  325.  (6)  Id.  331. 


Riding. 
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1844.        that  he  might  have  the  opportunity  of  difltiiiguishiiig 

TiiE  QuEiN    ^®™>  *^®  ^®  ^^  enlarged  to  this  term.     When,  how- 
V*  ever,  it  was  called  on.  no  attempt  at  such  distinctioii  wai 

The  Jagtices  of  .  , 

the  Wist  made.  It  was  then  thought  right  to  inform  us^  at  mud 
length,  that  the  parties  had  been  misled  bj  oar  mistab 
in  former  decbions,  and  that  hardship  and  injustice  wook 
result  to  the  losing  parish  if  we  should  now  refuse  then 
those  means  of  questioning  the  judgment  below  whid 
we  had  led  them  to  suppose  that  they  possessed*  But  wi 
cannot  allow  any  weight  to  these  observations ;  parlie 
must  indeed  act  on  the  authority  of  our  dedsiona,  ba 
those  decisions,  when  pronounced  erroneous,  cannot  giyi 
them  any  shadow  of  right  against  their  adversaries  whi 
have  acted  on  that  which  is  now  declared  to  be  the  law 
in  spite  of  that  erroneous  decision,  even  at  the  momen 
when  it  was  pronounced.  But  these  observations  wen 
rather  made  as  introductory  to  an  application  for  a  ml 
to  shew  cause  why  the  appellants  should  not  be  at  liberty 
to  file  affidavits  in  support  of  their  application  for  i 
mandamus.  So  confident,  it  was  urged,  had  both  partie 
been  that  this  Court  would  continue  to  act  as  it  had  don< 
before,  that  the  appellants  actually  refused  to  take  up  t 
case  granted  by  the  Court  of  quarter  sessions,  both  par 
ties  agreeing  to  be  bound  by  the  opinion  of  this  Cour 
on  the  disputed  question,  when  discussed  in  the  proceed 
ings  by  mandamus. 

We  have  paused  to  consider,  whether,  in  the  exercise 
of  our  discretionary  power,  we  ought  not  to  grant  thii 
application :  two  cases  were  cited  where  the  Court  wae 
supposed  to  have  so  done,  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Wilts  {a\ 
and  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Lancashire  {b) ;  but  in  the 
latter  the  Court  either  corrected  a  mistake  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  below,  in  believing  that  they  had  no 

(a)  10  East,  404.  (6)  7  B.  &  C.  691. 
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i  urisdiction,  or  they  acted  in  the  manner  which  we  have         1844. 
■renounced  and  condemned  by  our  late  decision.     In  the    xhb  Quekn 
Conner  case  the  Court  interposed  merely  to  defeat  a  fraud  --,    juticea   f 
attempted  to  be  practised  by  one  parish  on  the  other.       the  West 
On  this  we  shall  never  hesitate :  when  the  judgment  of 
■lie  inferior  Court  is  sought  to  be  made  available  by 
firaud^  the  mandamus  is  not  a  coercion  of  that  Court,  but 
et  privilege  to  do  what  is  right,  which  we  confer  upon 
fliieni.  No  mala  fides  is  imputed  here ;  the  agreement  to 
■>e  bound  by  our  decision  could  not  be  confined  to  our 
dlecision  of  the  single  point  argued,  but  would  apply  to 
maiy  prindple  of  decision  that  the  law  should  require. 

We  should  be  slow  to  unravel  the  matter  by  affidavits, 

xior  can  we  fail  to  see  the  simple  answer  is  the  most  con- 

Bstent  with  probabilities,  and  must  be  decisive  against 

"^e  rule  if  it  were  granted.     We  feel  it  right,  therefore, 

abstidn  from  re-opening  the  flood-gates  of  litigation, 

id  refuse  this  application ;  and,  instead  of  enlarging 

^e  rule,  therefore,  it  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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June  Zrd.  The  Queen  v.  Lord  Hastings  and  Another. 

By  the  4&  5      JN  Easter  Term^  Gunning  had  obtained  a  rule  ni 
8.  72,  overseers  Calling  upon  the  defendants,  two  of  the  justices  of 
or  guardians  arc  peace  in  and  for  the  county  of  Norfolk,  to  shew  cai 

empowered  to      *  ■'  ^ 

apply  to  the  why  a  WTit  of  mandamus  should  not  issue,  commandiic=3 

for  an  order  on  them  to  make  an  order  on  the  guardians  of  the  Ay 

fathcr^for  the  Union,  in  the  said  county,  to  pay  to  John  Shepherd 

maintenance  of  fuU  costs  and  charges  by  him  incurred  in  resistinsr 

a  bastard  child,  .       .  ,       /       ,  i        . 

and  the  court     application  for  an  order  for  the  support  and  mamtenand::^ 

to  which  such         «     ,       ,      j     i_«ij 
application  shaU  <>*  *  bastard  Child. 

^ro^lf tohLr      ^*  appeared  from  the  affidavit^of  the  said  J.  Shepn^ 
evidence  there-  herd,  that,  on  the  20th  of  March  last,  he  was  serv 

in,  and  shall 

make  such  or-    with  a  notice,  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  chairmi 
appear^o  such    ^^^  Other  guardians  of  a  certain  union  formed  under  th^^ 
court  to  be  just  provisions  of  the  statutes  in  that  case  made  and  pro^ 

and  reasonable.  *  *^ 

By  s.  73,  no       vided.  Called  the  Aylsham  Union,  in  the  county  o; 
tion  shall  be"      Norfolk,  of  their  intention  to  apply  to  the  justices 

I^n^s'un^.    ^e  ne^  P«t*y  8f »«io°«  ^o^  ^^^t  division  for  an  orderrr 
fourteen  days'    upon  him,  the  said  J.  Shepherd,  to  reimburse  the  eaiA- 

notice  shall  •       /»       i  •  /» 

have  been         imion  for  the  mamtenance  and  support  of  a  bastard  child^ 
Sie^han^^  of       ^^  immediately  upon  the  receipt  of  the  said  notice^ 
such  overseers    jjg  consulted  an  attorney,  whom  he  instructed  to  take 

or  guardians,  to  ,  . 

the  person  in-    the  neccssary  steps  in  relation  to  the  said  matter,  and 

tended  to  be 
charged  :  Pro- 
viso, that  if,  on  the  hearing  of  such  appeal,  the  court  shall  not  think  fit  to  make  any  order 
thereon,  it  shall  award  costs  to  the  person  so  intended  to  be  charged. 

By  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  1,  all  the  powers  of  quarter  sessions  to  make  such  orders 
are  fully  transferred  to  the  special  or  petty  sessions,  except  that  the  notice  need  not  be 
given  more  than  seven  days  (instead  of  fourteen)  before  the  application  to  the  sessions. 

A  notice,  under  the  above  statutes,  was  served  upon  J.  S.,  of  the  intention  of  the  guardians 
of  a  union  to  apply  to  the  next  petty  sessions  for  an  order  of  maintenance  in  bastardy  upon 
him.  J.  S.  attended  at  the  sessions,  and,  the  case  being  entered  on,  admitted  the  f&cit  of 
being  served  with  the  notice,  but  required  proof  that  it  was  signed  by  a  majority  of  the 
guardians.  This  could  not  be  proved,  and  thereupon  the  justices  did  not  think  fit  to  make 
any  order  thereon,  and  dismissed  the  application,  but  refused  to  order  to  J.  S.  his  costs  of 
resisting  such  application. 

On  motion  for  a  mandamus  to  the  justices  to  make  such  order  for  costs—  Held^  that,  at 
the  hearing  of  the  case  by  the  justices  was  prevented  by  the  preliminary  objection  u  to 
notice,  the  justices  had  no  power  to  give  costs  under  the  statutes. 
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in  his  defence ;  that  he  caused  a  summons  to  be  issued 
4uid  served  on  certain  witnesses  to  appear  before  the 
justices  at  the  petty  sessions  at  Foulsham^  on  the  28th 
day  of  March  then  instant,  then  and  there  to  give  evi- 
dence on  the  matter  of  the  said  charge  in  the  said  notice 
mentioned;  and  that  he,  in  obedience  to  and  pursu- 
ance of  the  said  notice,  accompanied  by  his  attorney 
and  witnesses,  duly  attended  at  the  said  petty  sessions, 
holden  by  and  before  the  defendants,  at  the  time  and 
place  in  the  notice  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  viz.  at  the 
Ship  Inn,  at  Foulsham  aforesaid,  in  and  for  the  division 
and  in  the  county  aforesaid,  (within  which  division  part 
of  the  said  union,  before  and  at  the  time  of  giving  and 
receiving  the  said  notice,  was,  and  thence  hitherto  hath 
been,  and  still  is) ;  and  the  said  application  was  then  and 
there  heard  and  determined  by  the  said  justices. 

That,  upon  the  case  being  called  on,  and  upon  the 
hearing  of  the  said  application  before  the  said  justices, 
he,  the  deponent,  produced  and  admitted  the  service  in 
fact  upon  him  of  the  said  notice;  and  that  thereupon, 
and  after  the  said  admission,  the  said  justices  called  upon 
the  parties  appearing  at  the  said  petty  sessions  in  sup- 
port of  the  said  application  to  prove  that  the  same  was 
signed  by  a  majority  of  the  guardians,  who  by  law  ought 
to  have  signed  the  same,  but  they  were  unable  to  give 
such  proof^  and  the  same  was  not  proved. 

That  thereupon,  and  upon  the  hearing  of  the  applica- 
tion as  aforesaid,  the  said  justices  then  and  there  did  not 
think  Jit  to  make  any  order  thereon,  and  dismissed  the  said 
application. 

That  immediately  thereupon  the  attorney,  for  and  on 
behalf  and  at  the  request  of  the  deponent,  applied  to  the 
ssdd  justices  to  order  that  the  deponent's  costs  should  be 
paid  by  the  guardians  of  the  said  union,  but  the  said 
justices  then  declined  and  refused  so  to  order,  and  no 
order  was  made,  and  the  costs  still  remained  unpaid. 


1844. 


The  Qubbk 

9. 

Lord 
Hastings. 
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The  Qubin 

V, 

Lord 
Hastings. 


JErle  shewed  cause. — The  hearing  of  this 
sessions  was  prevented  by  a  preliminary  objectioi 
by  Shepherd;  therefore  he  is  not  within  the  i 
which  authorizes  the  justices  to  give  costs.  The  r 
costs  depends  upon  sects.  72  and  73  of  the  4  &  5  T 
c.  76  {a)y  and  is  consequent  upon  the  justices  havin 
ceeded  to  hear  evidence  thereon,  that  is,  on  the  qi 
of  the  liability  of  the  putative  father  to  mainta 
bastard  child;  and  it  is  a  condition  precedent 
hearing  that  seven  days'  notice  shall  have  been  gi 
him:  this  application,  therefore,  which  &iled  on  ai 
of  a  want  of  such  notice,  has  not  been  heard  witl 


(a)  The  4  &  5  WOl.  4,  c.  76, 
8.  72,  enacts,  ''That,  where  any 
child  shall  hereafter  be  bom  a  bas- 
tard, and  shall,  by  reason  of  the 
inability  of  the  mother  of  such 
child  to  provide  for  its  mainte- 
nance, become  chargeable  to  any 
parish,  the  overseers  or  guardians 
of  such  parish,  or  the  guardians 
of  any  union  in  which  such  pa- 
rish may  be  situate,  may,  if  they 
think  proper,  after  diligent  inquiry 
as  to  the  father  of  such  child, 
apply  to  the  next  general  quarter 
sessions  of  the  peace  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  which  such  parish 
or  union  shall  be  situate,  afler 
such  child  shall  have  become 
chargeable,  for  an  order  upon  the 
person  whom  they  shall  charge 
with  being  the  putative  father  of 
such  child  to  reimburse  such  pa- 
rish or  union  for  its  maintenance 
and  support ;  and  the  court  to 
which  such  application  shall  be 
made  shall  proceed  to  hear  evi- 
dence thereon ;  and  if  it  shall  be 
satisfied,  after  hearing  both  par- 
ties, that  the  person  so  charged  is 
realty  and  in  truth  the  father  of 


such  child,  it  shall  make  i 
der  upon  such  person  in  i 
spectas  to  such  court  shall 
to  be  just  and  reasonabk 
all  the  circumstances  of  tin 
&c. 

Sect  73  enacts,  **  1 
such  application  shall  be 
at  such  sessions  unless  i 
days*  notice  shall  havebeei 
under  the  hands  of  such  o' 
or  guardians,  to  the  per 
tended  to  be  charged  wit 
the  father  of  such  child,  of  i 
tended  application.",..."  1 
that  if,  upon  the  hearing  of  i 
plication,  the  court  shall  n 
fit  to  make  any  order  thei 
shall  order  and  direct  tl 
full  costs  and  charges  incu 
the  person  so  intended 
charged  in  resisting  snel 
cation  shall  be  paid  by  sik 
seers  or  guardians." 

By  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c. 
powers  of  quarter  sessions  \ 
orders  on  the  putative  fa 
bastard  children  are  trai 
to  the  special  or  petty  s 
held  in  the  division  in  wl 
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express  meaning  of  the  words  of  the  statute.  The  case 
yf  Regina  v.  The  Recorder  of  Exeter  (a)  will  be  cited; 
>ut  there  it  was  held,  from  the  circumstances,  that  a 
learing  had  taken  place. 


1844. 


The  Qubin 

V. 

Lord 
Habtings. 


Gunning^  contriL — This  is  an  attempt  to  induce  this 
ZJourt  to  overrule  three  cases;  one  on  a  former  statute^ 
md  two  on  the  act  in  question.  By  the  8  &  9  Will.  3, 
i.  30,  s.  3,  in  case  of  appeals  against  orders  of  removal, 
he  sessions  arc  empowered  "to  give  costs  to  the  party 
or  whom  and  in  whose  behalf  such  appeal  shall  be  de^ 
^mtined^^  which,  in  Rex  v.  Cottingham  (i),  has  been 
leld  to  apply  to  the  case  of  an  order  quashed  on  appeal 
i^r  informality.  But  Regina  v.  Stamper  (c)  was  a  de- 
ision  on  this  statute:  diere,  in  consequence  of  the 
pplicants  not  appearing,  the  sessions  made  no  order 
pon  the  application,  but  ordered  them  to  pay  the  costs 
f  the  other  party;  and  it  was  held  that  the  order  for 
osts  was  rightly  made.  So,  in  Regina' v.  The  Recorder 
f  JExeter  (a),  where  a  similar,  application  had  been  dis- 
lissed,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  made  by  the  pro- 
er  parties,  it  was  held  that  the  sessions  were  bound  to 
ive  the  party  intended  to  be  charged  his  costs  of  re- 
isting  the  application.  The  notice  here  was  in  fact 
iveiiy  though  it  could  not  be  proved. 


LfOrd  Denman,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule 


■ruih  or  union  is  situate.  '^  And 
ly  B.  1)  all  enactments  in  the 
lid  act  (4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76) 
»1ating  to  the  court  of  general 
uarter  sessions  shall  be  taken  to 
pply  to  the  justices  in  special  or 
etty  sesnons,  except  that  the  no- 
ice  to  the  person  intended  to  be 
hsrged  with  being  the  father  of 

VOt-  I. 


the  child  need  not  be  given  more 
than  seven  days,  instead  of  four- 
teen days,  before  the  session  at 
which  the  application  shall  be 
heard,'*  &c. 

{a)  3  G.  &  D.  167. 

{h)  .2  A.  &  E.  250. 

\c)  1  Q.  B.  R.  119. 

N*  S«  C. 
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1844.        must  be  discharged.     It  seems  to  me  that  this  party 

TbTquebn    <**^^^  come  to  us  to  ask  us  to  compel  the  sessions  to 

V*  ^ve  him  costs,  when  he  has  himself  prevented  their  ju- 

Lord 

Hastings,  risdiction.  I  found  mj  opinion  upon  the  express  words 
of  the  statute:  there  has  not  been  here  such  a  notice 
as  is  required  by  the  73rd  section  of  the  4  &  5  WilL  4, 
c.  76. 

Patteson,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think, 
as  it  was  not  proved  before  the  justices  at  petty  sessicms^ 
that  the  proper  parties  had  given  the  notice  required  by 
the4  &5  WilL  4,  c.  76,  s.  73,  that  the  case  isnotbrou^t 
within  that  statute :  the  party  applying  to  us  first  pre- 
vents the  justices  hearing  the  case,  because  there  was  no 
notice,  and  then,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  get  his  costs, 
he  maintains  that  they  did  hear  the  case. 

The  cases  cited  are  distinguishable.  In  Bex  v.  Stamr  . 
per  {a)  the  case  was  called  on  in  its  order,  and  thou^r^r 
the  parish  officers  did  not  appear,  yet  the  calling  on 
the  case,  and  the  appearance  of  the  other  party  to  res: 
the  application,  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  hearing. 
Regina  v.  The  Recorder  of  Exeter  (b)  the  application 
made  by  the  wrong  parties. 

Williams,  J. — I  think  that  in  this  case  the  juBtic:^^ 
have  exercised  a  sound  discretion,  and  I  should  be  vei^^ 
much  disinclined  to  imdo  what  they  have  done.  But 
do  not  think  that  the  cases  referred  to  are  any  authori^^ 
to  induce  us  to  interfere  here:  I  ground  my  opinio^^ 
upon  the  express  words  of  the  statute  in  question,  whic-^ 
require  '^  a  hearing.''  It  is  too  much  for  a  party  to  say  tm^ 
the  sessions,  that  the  case  cannot  be  heard  because  h^ 
has  received  no  notice,  and  then  to  come  here  to  ask  for 
costs,  on  the  ground  that  it  has  been  heard. 

(a;  1  Q.  B.  R.  119.  (6)  3  G.  &  D.  167. 
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WiOHTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  which  I         i844. 

.IBfroimd  on  the  words  of  the  statute,  taken  in  connexion  t^Tq^n 

^livith  the  conduct  of  the  party  in  this  case.     The  appli-  «• 

<<»tion  has  dearly  not  been  heard     A  notice  that  cannot  HAsrrNos. 

proved  is  no  notice. 

Rule  discharged. 


O 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Leeds.  June  2rd. 

(Washton  v.  Leeds). 


N  appeal  agiunst  an  order  of  two  juslices  for  the  re-  On  an  order 

oval  of  Lydia  Morgan  and  her  four  children  from  the  ^^a  fet^ 

-•ownship  of  Leeds  to  the  township  of  Washton,  both  in  ^JjJ^'Jrom"' 

'^he  county  of  York,  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  sub-  the  place  where 

^ect  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  following  case : —  her  husband  to 

the  place  of  her 
maiden  settle- 

The  examinations  on  which  the  order  was  founded  ™«?*»  ^  «- 

aminatiODB 

"^vere  in  the  words  following,  that  is  to  say : —  stated  the  con- 

sent of  the 
^*  Borough  of  Leeds,  in  the  county  of  York. — The  ex-  pauper's  hus- 

amination  of  J  dm  Morgan,  of  Leeds,  taken  upon  oath,  removal  of  his 

&C.,  touching  the  place  of  his  lawful  settlement^  who  Jren*but*^did" 

saith  as  follows :—  ^?,*  f^*«  **»« , 

wife  8  consent 

''*1  have  a  wife  called  Lydia,  whose  maiden  name  was  to  be  separated 
Xjydia  Miller ;  I  have  four  children  by  her,  all  bom  in  band  .—Held, 
^lawful  wedlock,  namely,  Margaret,  aged  twelve  years,  ^  b^^^^J^^aj 
TThomas,  aged  eight  years,  John,  aged  four  years,  and  co«id  not  bo 

supported) 

-A""j  aged  one  year  and  nine  months ;  all  of  whom  are  though  good 
^inemancipated,  and  never  gained  settlements  for  them-  chiidrwi?  who 

were  above  the 
age  of  nurture. 
Tbe  examination  of  J.  M.,  the  pauper's  husband,  on  which  the  order  for  the  removal  of 
Che  pauper  and  her  children  was  founded,  was  headed  as  taken  **  touching  the  place  of  hu 
IawtoI  settlement."    The  other  examinations  purported  to  be  taken  '*  at  the  time,  place, 
«nd  in  manner  aforesaid:'' — Htld^  that  the  examinations  were  sufficiently  taken. 

The  examination  of  the  overseer' stated,  that  he  "  had  made  diligent  search  and  inquiry, 
with  the  object  of  discovering  whether  J.  M.  had  any  legal  settlement,  and  had  not  been 
mble  to  discover  that  the  said  J.  M.  had,  by  his  own  act,  or  the  act  of  his  parents  or  their 
anoeatort,  or  otherwise,  acquired  any  settlement :" — Held^  that  such  statement  was  suffi- 
cient, and  that  the  precise  nature  of  the  inquiries  need  not  be  stated ;  and  that  it  was  not 
to  negative  the  birth  of  J.  M.  in  Scotland,  Ireland,  or  the  Islands. 

t2 
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1B44.         selves.     I  nni  now  living,  residing,  and  inhabiting,  w'"^' 
Thk  Quekn     *^y  ^^  ^^^^  ^"^  children,  in,  and  we  are  now  actuai^^ 


»•  char£C<^hle  to,  the  township  of  Leeds.    I  never  sained     ^ 

InhabitimU  of  b  »  1  6 


Lbids.       settlement  in  my  own  right ;  my  father  and  mother  w 
called  James  Morgan  and  Ellen  Morgan ;  I  never 
where  tliey  were  married.    They  neither  of  them  e 
gained  settlements  in  England,  or  hail  any  place  of 
tlement  in  England  to  my  knowledge  or  belief,  ei 
derivative  or  acquired ;  I  never  knew  the  place  of  J 
birth,  though  I  have  made  diligent  search  and  inqu. 
to  ascertain  It ;  my  father  died  about  twenty-four  y 
ago,  and  my  mother  about  eight  years ;  I  am  now 
thirty-two  years.     In  the  month  of  October  last  I 
sisted  George  Smith  in  cndeavcmring  to  discover   -mra^^j 
{)lace  of  settlement,  and  inquiry  after  the  place  of  sett ^  ^ 
ment,  if  any,  of  my  father  and  mother ;  and  we  inqui  ir-'^sd 
of  nil  [x^rsons,  and  searched  in  all  likely  places  to  fiii.cS    a 
j)lace  of  settlement  for  me,  but  without  success;     '^^^^e 
could  not  discover  any  settlement  for  me,  and  I  belies  '^e 
I  never  had  any.     I  hereby  consent  and  agree  that  TJC^y 
said  wife  and  children  shall,  without  me,  be  removccl     "^ 
the  township  of  Washton,  that  being  the  last  placo    ^ 
her  maiden  settlement  at  and  immediately  before  x*^J^ 
intermarriage  with  her;  and  I  pray  that  such  remoV'M 
may  be  forthwith  ordered  and  made  according  to  law- 

"  The  examination  of  Lydia  Morgan,  taken  upon  oii^^" 
at  the  time,  place,  and  in  the  manner  aforesaid ;  w^^ 
says  as  follows : — 
**  *  I  am  the  wife  of  the  above-named  John  Morgan ; 

I  never  gained  a  settlement  for  mypclf ;  I  am  now  ag^u 

thirty-two  years;    I  am  the   lawful  daughter  of  th^ 

undermentioned  John  Miller.' 

"  The  examination  of  John  Miller,  taken  upon  oath,  at 
the  time,  plac<3,  and  in  manner  aforesaid;  who  says:— 
"  *  The  above-named  Lydia  Morgan  is  my  daughter, 

and  was  l>orn  in  lawful  wedlock.     She  is  my  daughter 
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f  my  present  wife.'   [Miller's  examination  then  proved        1344. 

lat  his  own  settlement,  a  derivative  one,  was  in  Wash- 

m.] 


The  Queen 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 

The  examination  of  George  Smith,  one  of  the  overseers       L»«i>8. 
of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Leeds,  in  the  said  bo- 
rough, taken  upon  oath,  &c,  touching  the  last  place 
of  the  legal  settlement  of  John  Morgan  and  Ljdia, 
his  wife,  and  their  children,  who  sjdth  as  follows : — 
^^  ^  I  have,  together  with  the  said  John  Morgan,  made 
iligcnt  search  and  inquiry  with  the  object  of  discovering 
id  ascertaining  whether  the  said  Jolm  Morgan  hath 
ly  legal  settlement;  and  I  have  not  been  able  to  dis- 
>ver  or  ascertain  that  the  said  John  Morgan  hath, 
ther  by  his  own  act,  or  the  act  of  his  parents  or  their 
icestors,  or  otherwise,  acquired  any  settlement,  or,  if 
ly  such  settlement  liave  been  acquired,  I  verily  believe 
is  not  known,  and  cannot  in  any  manner  be  ascer- 
lined.'" 

The  following  were  the  grounds  of  appeal  on  which 
le  appellants  relied : — 

1.  '^That  the  examinations  do  not  shew  that  any 
»urch  or  inquiry  has  been  made  by  the  overseers  of  the 
oor  of  the  said  township  of  Leeds,  or  by  any  of  them, 
r  by  any  person  or  persons  on  their  behalf,  or  by  any 
erson  or  persons  whatever,  to  ascertain  whether  the 
lid  John  Morgan  is  a  person  bom  in  Scotland,  or  Ire- 
ind,  or  in  the  Isle  of  Man,  or  Scilly,  or  in  either  of  the 
ales  of  Jersey  or  Guernsey." 

2.  *^  That  the  siud  examinations  do  not  shew  in  what 
tiaces  or  in  what  manner  the  said  John  Morgan  and 
xcorge  Smith  searched  for  a  place  of  settlement  in 
i^ngland  of  the  said  Jolm  Morgan,  or  that  they,  or  either 
if  them,  searched  in  those  places  in  England  in  which 
he  said  John  Morgan  and  his  parents  had  resided,  or 
hat  they,  or  either  of  them,  nuide  a  jtroiK-ir  or  sufficient 
learch." 
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1844.  3.  *^  That,  although  the  said  examinatioiiB  shew  that 

TheQueen    *^®  ^^  Lydia  Morgan  and  her  s^d  children  were  living 

f  •  with  her  said  husband  in  the  township  of  Leeds  at  the 

Inhabitants  of     , 

Leeds.  time  when  the  said  examinations  were  taken,  yet  it 
does  not  appear  on  the  said  examinations  that  the  said 
pauper  Lydia  Morgan  consented  to  be  removed  to  the 
township  of  Washton,  or  consented  to  be  removed  at  all 
without  herliusband,  the  ssdd  John  Morgan." 

4.  ^^  That  the  s^d  examinations  are  informal,  in- 
sufficient, and  bad  in  respect  of  other  matters  besides 
those  to  which  the  preceding  grounds  of  appeal  relate; 
and  that  the  said  examinations  do  not  shew  a  good 
and  sufficient  cause  for  the  removal  of  tiie  said  pau- 
pers from  the  township  of  Leeds  to  tiie  township  of 
Washton." 

5.  "  That  the  examinations  whereon  the  sud  order  of 
removal  was  made  were  not  duly  taken  by  the  two  jus- 
tices by  whom  the  sidd  order  of  removal  was  made." 

When  the  appeal  came  on  to  be  heard,  the  appellants 
infidsted  tiiat  the  examinations  were  insufficient  to  war- 
rant the  order,  on  the  third  ground  of  appeal  above 
stated ;  they  also  claimed  a  right  to  insist,  under  the 
fourth  and  fifth  grounds,  that  the  order  ought  to  be 
quashed,  inasmuch  as  it  appeared,  on  looking  at  the  ex- 
aminations,  including  the  headings  thereof,  that  the  exa- 
minations of  John  Morgan,  Lydia  Morgan,  and  Ann 
Miller  were  not  taken  in  the  matter  to  which  the  order 
relates,  and  that  the  remaining  examinations  were  insuf- 
ficient to  support  the  said  order.  On  the  objections  so 
taken  under  the  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  grounds  of  ap- 
peal, the  Kccorder  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  The  appellants 
also  insisted  that  the  examinations  were  insufficient  to 
warrant  the  said  order  on  the  first  and  second  grounds 
above  stated.  The  Recorder  expressed  an  opinion  against 
these  objections,  but  gave  leave  to  the  appellants  to  in- 
clude those  other  grounds  in  the  case. 
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If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  shall  be  of  opinion        1844. 
that  all  the  objections  so  taken  by  the  appellants  ought    xhm  Qubin 
to  have  been  oyemiled,  then  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  *• 

,     .  .     .  Inhtbitaiitt  of 

quashed,  and  the  order  of  removal  to  be  afiirmed.    If       Lnot. 
the  Court  shall  think  the  objections,  or  any  of  them, 
fatal  to  the  order  of  removal,  then  the  order  of  removal 
to  stand  quashed,  and  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  af- 
firmed. 

BUsB  and  Stapleton,  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses- 
sions (a). — ^In  this  case  the  order  of  removal,  being, 
in  effect,  for  the  separation  of  the  wife  and  children, 
some  of  whom  are  under  the  age  of  nurture,  from  her 
husband,  is  bad.  The  consent  of  the  husband  alone  is 
not  sufficient ;  and,  even  if  the  wife  concurred,  %iere 
are  no  cases  which  go  the  length  of  shewing  that  their 
separation  would  be  valid.  Sex  v.  EUham  (b)  will  be 
relied  on  by  the  other  side  as  an  authority  to  the  con- 
trary ;  in  that  case,  however,  the  consent  of  both  hus- 
band and  wife  was  given,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
husband  was  residing  elsewhere  than  in  the  parish  to 
which  the  wife  was  about  to  be  removed.  Before  the 
4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  76,  no  documents  relating  to  the 
removal  of  paupers  were  brought  before  this  Court 
by  a  writ  of  certiorari  except  the  order  of  the  re- 
moving justices;  and  in  none  of  the  cases  decided 
under  the  old  law,  where  a  married  woman  was  re- 
moved to  her  maiden  settlement  without  her  husband, 
cEd  it  f^pear  that  a  separation  of  them  would  be  the 
consequence.  In  St.  MichaeTsy  Bath,  v.  Nunney  (c),  it 
was  held,  that  an  order  to  remove  a  married  woman 
was  good,  because  it  did  not  appear  that  she  was 
thereby  sent  from  her  husband.     Rex  v.  Ironacton  (<2), 

(a)  April  20th,  before  Lord         (6)  5  East,  113. 
Denmmty  C.  J.,  Palteton,   Wil-         (r)  1  Str.  544. 
liamsy  and  Wighlman,  Js.  {d)  1  Burr.  S.  C.  153. 
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1844.  iiex  y.  Stockton  (a),  and  Rex  y.  Carkton  {b)  are  to 
Tbb  Qdkkn  ^^  same  effect.  Had  the  separation  of  husband  and 
,  .  .?•        .  wife  been  apparent  as  the  result  of  holdiner  the  or- 

Inhabitants  of     ,  .  . 

LxKoa.  ders  of  removal  good  in  the  cases  above  cited,  the 
Court  would  have  decided  otherwise:  St  JUwhaeTs, 
Bath^  V.  Nunney  (c).  In  Rex  v.  Leeds  (d)^  which  was  a 
case  under  the  59  Geo.  3,  c  12,  s.  33,  Bailey^  J.,  in 
^ving  hb  judgment,  said,  ^^  It  is  against  public  policy 
and  good  morals  to  permit  the  separation  of  husband 
and  wife,  even  with  their  consent  I  think  that  the 
niagistrates  have  no  discretion  given  them  of  removing 
the  wife  to  her  miudcn  settlement,  and  thereby  of  sepa- 
rating her  and  her  family  from  her  husband."  The 
same  principle  has  recently  been  recognised  by  this 
Courf  in  Reffina  v.  Birmingham  {e\  where  it  was  held, 
that  in  no  case  could  a  child  under  the  age  of  nurture 
be  separated  from  its  mother;  and  the  rule  applies  as 
strongly  in  one  case  as  the  other. 

2.  Another  objection  arises  on  the  first  ground  of 
appeal, — that  the  removal  of  the  wife  and  children  In 
this  case  has  been  made  to  the  wife's  maiden  settle- 
ment, without  sufficient  search  being  made  for  the  hus- 
band's. By  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  40,  s.  2,  power  is  given 
to  justices  to  remove  to  Scotland,  Ireland,  or  the  Isle  of 
Man  or  Scilly,  paupers  bom  in  either  of  those  countries, 
and  who  have  acquired  no  settlement  in  England; 
search,  therefore,  should  have  been  made  as  to  whether 
the  husband  had  not  a  birth  settlement  in  Ireland  or 
Scotland,  &c ;  and  if  he  had,  his  wife  and  children  should 
have  been  sent  with  him  to  his  native  country. 

3.  The  examinations  are  improperly  taken.  The 
caption  of  the  husband's  examination  shews  that  it  is 
taken  touching  his  settlement,  and  the  wife's  similarly. 

{a)  5  B.  &  Ad.  54(5.  {fl)  4  H.  «r  A.  498. 

(6)  1  Burr.  S.  C.  8i;{.  (r)  .'J  G.  &  D.  15H. 

(c)  IStr.  544. 
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rhc  examination  of  the  overseer  is  as  to  search  only ; 
nxt  yet  the  wife  and  children  were  the  persons  re- 
Qoyed,  concerning  whose  settlement  no  inquiry  pur- 
orts  to  have  been  made.  The  justices^  in  fact,  begin 
y  inquiring  into  the  "settlement  of  A«,  and,  failing  to 
liscover  that,  find  one  for  B.  and  C,  and  remove  them. 
The  examinations,  therefore,  are  taken  irregularly,  and 
re  InformaL 


1844. 


The  Qukek 

V. 

Inbibitants  of 
Leeds. 


Hall  and  Pashleyy  contr^ — First,  as  to  the  informal 
Leading  of  the  examinations.  It  is  true  that  the  hus- 
Mind's  examination  is  taken  ^^  touching  the  place  of  his 
^al  settlement;"  but  nothing  is  stated  to  shew  that 
he  wife's  was  taken  touching  the  same.  The  heading, 
Lowever,  of  the  examinations  is  not  that  which  deter- 
nines  the  subject  of  the  inquiry ;  that  is  determined  by 
he  complaint  made  before  the  justices.  Before  the 
L  &  5  Will.  4,  c  76,  such  an  objection  as  this  could 
lot  have  arisen ;  and  it  cannot  be  contended  that  the 
nibject  of  an  order  of  removal  can  be  ascertained  only 
yj  the  heading  of  examinations,  which  that  act  first  in- 
ntroduced.  The  mistake  arises  from  assimilating  these 
locuments  to  affidavits,  to  which  they  have  no  resem- 
blance in  fact ;  these  are  judicial,  affidavits  only  minis- 
;erial  in  their  nature ;  Caudle  v.  Seymour  {a) ;  and  there 
8  no  reason  that  these  documents  should  be  in  writing 
Kt  all,  but  that  the  law  requires  a  copy  of  them  to  be 
lent.  If,  therefore,  the  heading  be  informal,  that  is 
nerely  a  mistake  of  the  clerk  who  wrote  them,  and  af- 
ibids  no  real  objection  to  the  examinations  themselves. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  search.  It  is  ad- 
oditted,  that  if  it  had  been  shewn  that  the  husband's 
birth  settlement  was  in  Ireland  or  Scotland,  the  wife 
md  children  should  have  been  removed  there ;  but,  as 


(rt)  1  Q.  H.  K.  8M. 
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1844.        ^^  ^  ^^^  pretended,  the  respondents  have  a  right  to 

-^""^     '      remove  to  the  only  settlement  they  can  discover,  namelj, 

V.  the  wife's  maiden  settlement:  Rex  v.  StMary^Leieesteri^a). 

Lbkto.        [PattesoHy  J. — The  grounds  of  appeal  seem  to  go  the 

length  of  making  it  necessary  to  search  all  the  roisters 

in  the  United  Kingdom.]     The  order  of  sessions  must 

therefore  be  quashed  as  to  two  of  the  children,  at  any 

rate,  who  appear  to  be  above  the  age  of  nnrtore,  and 

who  mav  be  removed  to  their  mother's  midden  settle- 

ment. 

Thirdly,  as  to  the  separation  of  husband  and  wife. 
In  Rex  V.  EUham  (&)  it  was  decided,  that,  where  both 
husband  and  wife  consented  to  be  separated,  the  wife 
might  be  removed  to  her  maiden  settlement.  That  case 
is  an  express  authority  for  the  present.  Here  there  la 
nothing  to  shew  that  the  wife  was  not  a  consenting 
party ;  her  consent  need  not  be  stated  on  oath ;  and  it 
will  be  presumed  that  the  removing  justices  were  satisfied 
that  she  concurred :  Pichardy.  Sears  {c).  Besides  which, 
the  separation  of  husband  and  wife  does  not  necessarily 
follow  from  the  removal  of  the  pauper  in  this  case,  as 
there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  husband  could  not  fol- 
low her  to  the  place  of  her  msdden  settlement.  The 
objection,  that  this  order  is  contrary  to  public  morals,  is 
sufficiently  answered  by  Lord  EUeriboroughy  C.  J.,  in  his 
judgment  in  Rex  v.  Eltham  {h).  He  there  says,  **  A 
Scotchman,  who  has  no  settlement  of  his  own,  and  is 
desirous  to  give  his  wife  and  children  the  benefit  of  hers, 
being  unable  to  maintain  tliem,  consents  that  she  should 
be  sent  to  her  parish,  to  which  she  is  willing  to  go. 
Why  should  he  not  consent?  Servants,  and  other  per- 
sons of  that  description,  members  of  the  same  family, 
who  arc  to  subsist  by  their  labour,  must  frequently 


(a)  3  A.  &  E.  641.  {b)  5  East,  113. 

(c)  6  A.  &  E.  409. 


s 
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separate  for  that  purpoee ;  here  there  is  neither  a  pri- 
vate nor  a  public  injury,  and  there  is  no  law  against 
it;*'  and,  in  Jofnes  v.  Waite  (a),  the  execution  of  a  deed 
of  separation  between  a  husband  and  wife  was  held  a 
legal  consideration  for  an  agreement  entered  into  be- 
tween the  husband  and  a  third  person. — They  also  cited 
Chambers  y.  Caulfield(b). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
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1844. 


Thk  Qubvn 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
Lbbos. 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day,  (May  10), 
deUvered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. — This  was  an  at- 
tempt to  induce  the  Court  to  revise  the  decision  of  Bex 
V.  EUham  (c),  but  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  question 
cannot  arise  in  this  statement  of  the  case,  on  account 
of  the  wife's  consent  not  appearing.  The  order  of  ses- 
sions, therefore,  must  be  confirmed. 

HaU  afterwards  applied  to  have  the  said  order  dis- 
charged as  r^arded  two  of  the  children,  who  appeared 
to  be  above  the  age  of  nurture.  The  Court  took  time 
to  consider,  and  on  this  day,  (June  3rd), 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  gave  a  further  judgment  of 
the  Court — In  this  case  the  order  of  sessions  was  con- 
firmed upon  the  single  ground,  that  the  wife  had  not 
consented  to  be  removed  without  the  husband,  and  that 
such  consent  was  necessary  to  a  valid  removal,  assuming 
that  it  could  be  valid  under  any  circumstances.  The 
Court  did  not  then  recollect  that  this  ground  of  decision 
does  not  apply  to  two  of  the  children  above  the  age  of 
nurture,  as  to  whom  it  is  necessary  to  consider  the  other 
points  of  the  case.  The  one  arises  on  the  examinations 
of  the  father  and  mother,  and  one  Miller,  which  were 
taken   touching  the  lawful  settlement  of  the   father. 


(a)  9  CI.  &  Fin.  101.  (h)  6  Eust,  244.  (r)  5  East,  113. 
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J  844.        whereas^  the  order  of  removal  is  of  the  wife  and  chil- 

dren  to  the  wife's  maiden  settlement,  and  the  examina- 

».  tion  should  have  been  headed  accordingly.     We  think 

Leeds.  this  point  is  not  tenable.  An  inquiry  into  the  father's 
settlement  was  necessary  in  this  case,  and  was  the 
foundation  of  the  proceeding;  for,  until  it  appeared 
that  his  settlement  could  not  be  discovered,  the  wife's 
settlement  would  be  immaterial ;  and  when  it  did  so  ap- 
IKjar,  the  rest  of  the  inquiry  followed  as  of  course.  Tlie 
heading  of  an  examination  may  be  important  with  re- 
gard to  an  indictment  for  perjury,  and  to  shew  that  it 
was  taken  in  a  matter  in  which  the  magistrates  have 
jurisdiction.  Here  the  heading  shews  jurisdiction,  and 
it  is  true  as  far  as  it  goes^  for  there  was  an  inquiry 
touching  the  settlement  of  the  father,  and  also  a  further 
inquiry  arising  out  of  tlie  first  inquiry.  If  that  fur- 
ther inquiry  had  been  unconnected  with  the  first,  the 
case  would  have  been  very  difiercnt;  but,  as  it  is,  we 
think  it  so  naturally  arose  out  of  the  first  inquiry, 
tliat  we  must  hold  that  the  examination  was  sufficiently 
taken.    • 

The  second  point  we  also  tliink  untenable.  It  appears 
from  the  examinations  that  diligent  inquiry  was  made 
to  ascertain  the  father's  settlement;  the  precise  nature 
of  tliose  inquiries  need  not  be  stated.  Then  it  is  said, 
that  the  examinations  do  not  negative  the  father  being 
born  in  Scotland,  Ireland,  or  the  islands  of  Man,  Scilly, 
Jersey,  or  Guernsey.  It  is  obviously  impossible  to  ne- 
gative his  birth  in  the  places  mentioned,  excc{)t  by  shew- 
ing where  he  was  born.  It  is  absurd  to  require  a  search 
in  Ireland,  Scotland,  or  these  other  places ;  and,  even  if 
such  search  were  made,  the  same  necessity  applies  to 
searching  every  parish  register  in  England.  We  are, 
therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the  order  of  removal  is  good, 
and  ought  to  be  confirmed  with  regard  to  two  of  the 
children ;  and  that,  as  to  the  two  al>ove  the  age  of  nur- 
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ty  the  order  Bhould  be  quashed,  as  regards  them  and  1^44. 

•^^  wife,  but  remain  confirmed  as  regards  the  other  j^^  qdebn 

^*^ldren.  ?• 

Order  of  sessions  quashed  as  to  part,  and  "  Leeds.  ° 

confirmed  as  to  part  accordingly. 

t 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Store  Bliss.  June  &th. 

A.T  a  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  holden  at  Where  a  notice 
Staflford,  January  2nd,  1844,  the  sessions  confinned  an  against  an  order 
order  of  two  justices,  for  the  removal  of  Ann  Wall  and  ^^"temandS 
her  illesnitimate  child  from  the  parish  of  Kingswinford,  the  day  before 

^  .  .        the  sessions, 

in  the  county  of  Stafford,  to  the  parish  of  Stoke  Bliss,  but  the  re- 

.,  .        /»TT       /»    J  spondentsat- 

in  the  county  oi  Hereford.  tended  the  ses- 

The  order  of  sessions  was  as  follows :—  j^  ^^  .^; 

"  Upon  motion  of  coimsel  for  the  poor  of  the  parish  an^,^°^*. 
of  Kingswinford,  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  and  upon  ^rming  the  or- 
proof  of  notice  of  appeal,  with  a  statement  in  writing,  and  giving 
&c,  and  no  one  appearing  on  behalf  of  the  appellants  to  the  mu  ui7 
prosecute  their  appeal,  it  is  ordered  that  the  said  order  J^IS^^g"**^ 
made  by  the  said  justices  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  «ons  to  sup- 
confirmed;  and  it  is  further  ordered  that  the  church-  said  order:— 
wardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Stoke  Bliss  do  order  of  ses-  * 

and  shall  forthwith  pay  to  the  churchwardens  and  over-  "'^J?  7"*  ^i 

,  ,  *■  t"*t  P*rt  of 

seers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Kingswinford  the  sum  it  which  con- 
of  15/.  \0s.  for  costs  and  charges  which  they  have  in-  derofremoTsl 
curred  and  been  put  unto  in  attending  the  Court  this  Jbdrlmisd^ 
day  to  support  their  said  order."  S?'''j!!i**^ 

-w^  ^_i.  ■«  r  mis  oefoct  in— 

In  Easter  Term,  (May  24, 1844),  Cooke  had  obtained  validated  the 

1       •  •       ii»  A.V.  J      X    X      1.  1       remainder  of 

a  rule  nisi  calhng  on  the  respondents  to  shew  cause  wliy  the  order,  the 
the  said  order  should  not  be  quashed  for  insufficiency,  ^^oj®  of  ^^ch 
The  following  facts  appeared  on  the  affidavits : —  stmed  togc- 

The  order  of  removal  was  dated  September  29,  1843. 
Notice  and  grounds  of  appeal  were  served  in  time  for 
the  Epiphany  Sessions,  1844.     On  the  first  day  of  the 
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1844.        sessions,  (Tuesday,  January  2nd),  the  respondents 
Thk  Qukbn    ceivcd  a  letter  from  the  attorney  for  the  appellants,  in- 
liihabrtanu  of  closing  a  copy  of  a  notice  of  countermand  of  the  appeal, 
Stokb  Bliss,   ^mj  gtating  "  that  the  delay  had  arisen  in  consequence  of 
the  absence  of  a  material  witness,  and  that,  if  any  mnov-l 
took  place,  they  should  give  fresh  grounds  of  appeal,  as 
the  paupers  belonged  to  a  third  parish,  which  fully  ap- 
peared from  the  grounds  of  appeal  as  already  sent." 

The  practice  of  the  Staffordshire  sessions  is,  that  no- 
tice of  countermand  of  any  appeal  must  be  given  not 
later  than  the  Monday  before  the  sessions,  and,  if  given 
later,  the  appellants  are  in  such  case  liable,  by  the  prac- 
tice of  the  Court,  to  pay  costs  to  the  respondents  for 
their  failure  to  try  the  appeal 

On  the  third  day  of  the  sessions,  (January  4),  the 
respondents,  having  entered  the  appeal,  applied  for  the 
costs  incurred  in  preparing  to  try  the  appeal,  and  incident 
thereto;  and,  upon  due  proof  of  notice,  and  grounds  of 
appeal,  and  notice  of  countermand,  the  sessions  made  the 
order  now  brought  up. 

fV/utmare  and  R.  Allen  now  shewed  cause. — There  is 
no  reason  why  that  part  of  the  order  of  sessions  which 
confirmed  the  order  of  removal  should  not  be  rejected 
as  surplusage,  and  the  remaining  part,  which  relates  to 
costs,  held  good.  By  the  8  &  9  Will  3,  c  30,  s.  3,  it  is 
enacted,  "  That  the  justices  of  the  peace  of  any  county  or 
riding,  in  their  general  or  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace, 
upon  any  appeal  before  them  there  to  be  had  for  or  con- 
cerning the  settlement  of  any  poor  person,  or  upon  any 
proof  before  them  there  to  be  made  of  notice  of  any  such 
appeal  to  have  been  given  by  the  proper  officer  to  the 
churchwardens  or  overseers  of  the  poor  of  any  parish  or 
place,  (though  they  did  not  aflerwards  prosecute  such 
appeal),  shall  at  the  same  quarter  sessions  award  and 
order  to  the  party  for  whom  and  in  whose  behalf  such 
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appeal  shall  be  detennined,  or  to  whom  such  notice  did        I844. 
appear  to  have  been  given  as  aforesaid,  such  costs  and   ^he  Qukbn 
[^barges  in  the  law  as  by  the  said  justices,  in  their  dis-  ,  .  ,  ?* 
^retion,  shall  be  thought  most  reasonable  and  just."  Stokb  Bliss. 
Wliere,  therefore,  a  notice  of  appeal  has  been  ^ven, 
hat  is  sufScient  to  give  the  sessions  jurisdiction ;  and,  as 
iiat  bad  been  done  in  this  case,  there  was  no  reason  why 
he  sessions  should  not  make  an  order  for  the  costs  under 
Jie  authority  of  the  statute.     The  notice  of  abandon- 
nent  was  not  received  until  the  first  day  of  the  sessions, 
ind  the  respondents  were  therefore  entitled  to  all  costs 
incurred  by  them  up  to  that  time. 

Cooke,  contr^ — Even  if  the  costs  might  be  ordered 
by  the  sessions  in  the  way  contended  for  by  the  other 
side,  the  terms  of  the  order  in  this  case  shew  that  the 
oosts  awarded  were  not  the  costs  incurred  previous  to 
the  abandonment,  but  the  costs  of  the  confirmation  of 
the  order,  over  which  the  sessions  had  no  jurisdiction ; 
and  on  that  account  the  order  is  bad.   But,  besides  that, 
at  the  time  that  the  8  &  9  Will.  3,  c  30,  was  passed, 
the  question  in  dispute  was  decided  by  the  abandonment 
of  the  appeal;  whereas,  since  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76, 
there  is  an  appeal,  not  only  on  the  actual  removal,  but 
on  the  delivery  of  an  order  of  removal ;  and  the  event 
on  which  the  costs  must  depend  is  therefore  not  deter- 
mined except  by  appeal,  or  neglect  of  appeal  within  the 
proper  time  after  actual  removaL    In  Regina  v.  The  Jus- 
tices  of  the  West  Riding  (a).  Lord  Demnany  C.  J.,  says, 
that,  ''  Since  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  has  enabled  a 
parish  charged  with  a  pauper  to  appeal  either  on  the 
receipt  of  the  order  or  on  the  removal,  a  notice  may  be 
countermanded,  and  yet  there  may  be  no  intention  of 
abandoning  the  appeal ;  and  the  township  of  Qrich  had 

(a)  3  G.  &  D.  170. 
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1B44.         in  this  case  actually  ^ven  notice  that  it  intended  to 

TrQuekn    P'^^^^ute  t'^c  appeal.     Yet,  having  received  this  notice, 

y-  the  respondents  go  to  the  sessions,  and,  availing  tliein- 

Stoke  Bliss,   selves  of  the  above-mentioned  practice  for  a  fraudulent 

purpose,  they  obtain  the  confirmation  of  the  order,  when 

the  appeal  was  in  reality  postponed." 

Lord  Denrlvn,  C.  J. — This  was  an  order  of  removal  ap- 
pealed against  by  the  parish  on  which  it  was  made.  The 
parish  officers  gave  notice  of  appeal,  and  then  counter- 
manded, but  not  in  time.  Their  attorney,  however,  told 
the  officers  of  the  respondent  imrish  that  they  counter- 
manded because  they  were  in  want  of  a  witness;  but  that, 
if  any  removal  took  pliicc,  they  should  appeal  again.  The 
resiK)ndcnts  afterwards  attended  the  sessions,  and  entered 
the  apix^;  when  the  justices  confirmed  the  order,  and  gave 
the  costs  of  appeal.  Tlie  order  of  confirmation  is  bad;  but 
it  is  contended,  that,  though  the  confirmation  is  bad,  the 
direction  about  the  costs  can  be  sustained*  That  might  be 
so  in  one  view  of  the  case,  if  the  orders  were  distinct  from 
each  other;  but,  when  we  come  to  look  at  the  documents 
issued  by  the  sessions,  we  find  that  the  confirmation  of  the 
order,  which  was  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  sessions, 
and  the  order  for  costs,  which  was  within  their  jurisdic- 
tion, are  both  included  in  the  same  order.  It  is  clear, 
therefore,  that  the  direction  as  to  costs  was  ancillary  to, 
and  formed  part  of  the  order  of  confirmation ;  and  as  tlie 
sessions  liad  no  authority  to  make  the  one,  the  validity 
of  the  other  cannot  be  sustained:  I  am,  therefore,  of 
opinion  that  the  certiorari  may  issue  to  bring  up  an 
order  which  cannot  be  sustained  in  point  of  law. 

Patteson,  J. — The  sessions  have  here  made  a  con- 
firmation in  a  matter  over  which  they  have  no  jurisdic- 
tion, and  to  this  they  have  added  an  order  for  costs. 
The  defect  of  the  former,  as  both  are  parts  of  the  same 
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docamenty  affects  the  latter,  by  rendering  the  order,  of        1844. 
which  it  forms  part,  incapable  of  being  sustained.  thk  Qubkn 

V, 

Inhabitants  of 

Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Stoke  Blim. 

CoLEBiDGE,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  was 
certunly  the  proper  time  at  which  to  make  the  applica- 
tion for  costs,  but  it  has  not  been  properly  introduced 
here.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  an  order  of  this  sort 
might  not,  under  some  circumstances,  be  divisible,  and 
that  one  part  might  be  held  good,  though  the  other  was 
declared  to  be  bad.  If  the  order  for  costs  could  in  this 
case  stand  alone,  I  should  be  glad ;  but  this  is  a  ques- 
tion of  construction,  and  the  whole  document  must  be 
taken  together.  What  was  argued  by  counsel,  or  what 
was  said  at  the  sessions,  cannot  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion in  construing  this  document.  We  must  see  what 
was  done  on  the  face  of  the  written  order.  We  cannot, 
ihen>  avoid  seeing,  that  the  sessions  thought  they  had  a 
jurisdiction  which  in  law  they  had  not,  and  they  con- 
firmed an  order,  and  granted  costs  on  the  confirmation ; 
that  being  so,  the  costs  were  dependent  on  the  confirma- 
tion ;  and  as  the  confirmation  cannot  be  sustained,  neither 
can  the  costs  which  are  dependent  on  it. 

Kule  absolute. 
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1844. 


June  6th. 

The5&6 
Will.  4,  c.  50, 
8.  27,  enacts, 
that  a  highway 
rate  shall  be 
made  by  the 
•orveyorupon 
aU  property 
now  liable  to 
be  rated  to  Uie 
relief  of  the 
poor,  and  that 
the  same  rate 
shall  extend  to 
such  woods,  &c. 
as  have  hereto- 
fore been 
usually  rated  to 
the  highways : 
—Held,  that 
the  words 
utualfy  rated, 
did  not  mean 
utually  rate- 
able, and  that 
the  sessions 
were  to  deter- 
mine whether 
such  woods  had 
been  usually 
rated,  with  re- 
ference to  the 
custom  of  the 
particular  pa- 
rish, as  to  such 
woods. 

Therefore, 
where  the  ses- 
sions on  appeal 
had  found  that 
woods  in  a  par- 
ticular parish 
had  not  been 
rated  to  the 
highways  from 
1809  to  1835, 
(the  time  when 
the  statute 
came  into  ope- 
ration), and  had 
decided  that 
such  woods 
were  not  liable 
to  be  rated, 
this  Court  con- 
firmed the 
order  of 
sessions. 


The  Queen  v.  Rose. 

\JN  appeal  by  H.  P.  Powys  against  a  rate  made  by 
Thomas  Rose,  surveyor  of  the  highways  m  the  parish 
of  Whitchurch,  in  the  counties  of  Oxford  and  Berks, 
dated  16th  November,  1843,  wherein  he  was  rated  (in- 
ter alia)  fer  ^^  woodland  48^,"  the  sessions  amended  llie 
rate  by  striking  out  the  above  item,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  following  case : — 

Hie  appellant,  ftom  the  year  1838  up  to  and  at  the 
lime  of  the  making  of  the  rate  appealed  against,  was  the 
occupier  of  certain  timber  woods  within  the  parish  of 
Whitdiurch,  the  same  not  being  saleable  underwood 
within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act  of  the  43rd 
Eliz.,  but  being  property  which,  at  the  time  of  llie  pass- 
ing of  the  5  &  6  Will  4,  c.  50,  and  also  at  the  time 
of  the  making  of  the  said  rate,  was  not  liable  to  be  rated 
and  assessed  to  the  relief  of  the  poor.  Froih  die  year 
1809  down  to  and  including  the  year  in  which  die  said 
act  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  was  passed^  the  said  timber 
woods  had  not  been  rated  to  the  highways  oi  the  sidd 
parish  of  Whitchurch.  Since  the  passing  of  that  stii- 
tute,  the  appellant,  as  surveyor  of  the  highways  under 
the  BBid  last-mentioned  statute  for  the  year  1840,  rated 
himself  in  respect  of  the  said  timber  woods,  and  paid 
such  rate.  Timber  woods  of  a  similar  description  to 
those  occupied  by  the  appellant  have  always  been  rated 
to  the  repairs  of  the  highways  in  the  majority  of  the 
parishes  in  the  country  and  neighbourhood,  but  in  some 
they  have  not  been  so  rated  since  the  year  1809.  It  was 
admitted,  that,  if  the  appellant  was  rateable  in  respect  of 
the  woods  in  question,  the  amount  of  the  rate  was  fair, 
and  the  only  question  between  the  appellant  and  re- 
spondent was,  whether  the  appellant  was  rateable  in  re- 
spect of  such  timber  woods. 
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If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  was         1844. 
so  rateable,  the  order  of  sessions  is  to  be  qnashecL     If    .pg,  Quun 
the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  was  not 
so  rateable,  then  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  confirmed. 


ROBI. 


Waleshy  appeared  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions, 
but  the  Court  called  upon 

Keating  and  PhinUf  contr^ — By  the  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  50,  s.  27(a),  a  highway  rate  is  to  be  made  by  the  sur- 
veyor on  all  property  now  liable  to  be  rated  to  the  relief 
of  the  poor,  with  a  proviso  that  the  rate  shall  extend  to 
such  woods,  &C.  as  have  heretofore  been  usually  rated  to 
the  highways.  This  proviso  must  mean  such  woods  as 
are  usually  rat^d  throughout  the  kingdom,  and  not  such 
SB  are  usually  rated  in  any  particular  parish.  The  13 
Gea  3,  c  78,  s.  30,  enacts,  that  a  rate  for  the  purposes  of 
the  highways  shall  be  made  upon  all  occupiers  of  lands, 
tenements,  woods,  tithes,  and  hereditaments.  The  34 
Gea  8,  c.  74,  s.  4,  regulates  the  proportion  of  statute  lar 
bour  which  is  to  be  performed  by  the  occupiers  of  lands, 
tenements,  woods,  &c.    Therefore,  at  the  time  when  the 


(a)  The  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50, 
s.  27,  in  order  to  raise  money 
for  carrying  the  several  purposes 
of  this  act  into  execution,  enacts, 
^'That  a  rate  shall  he  made,  as- 
•ened,  and  levied  hy  the  sux^ 
reyor  upon  all  the  property 
now  liahle  to  he  rated  and  as- 
sessed to  the  relief  of  the  poor ; 
provided  that  the  same  rate  shall 
also  extend  to  such  woods,  mines, 
and  quarries  of  stone,  or  other 
hereditaments,  as  have  hereto- 
fore been  usually  rated  to  the 
lughways;  and  provided  also,  that 
eveiy  tiieh  rate  shall  be  signed 
by  the  said  surveyor,  and  allowed 


by  two  justices  of  the  peace,  and 
published  in  the  same  way  as 
poor-rates  are  now  allowed  and 
published." 

Sect.  33  enacts,  "That, when 
property,  or  the  owner  or  occu- 
pier in  respect  thereof,  has,  pre- 
vious to  the  passing  of  this  act, 
been  legally  exempt  from  the 
performance  of  statute  duty,  or 
from  the  payment  of  any  composi- 
tion in  lieu  thereof,  or  of  highway 
rate,  the  said  property,  and  the 
owners  and  occupiers  thereof 
shall  be  exempt  firom  the  pay- 
ment of  the  rate  hereby  imposed.^ 


u2 
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1844.  5  &  6  WilL  4^  c.  50,  came  into  operation,  woods  were 
Thb  Qubkn    rateable  to  the   highways   throughout    the   kingdom. 

RosB  '*  appears,  that,  for  some  reason  not  stated,  these 
woods  have  not  been  rated  from  1809  (a)  to  1835. 
There  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  they  were  not  rate- 
able before  the  year  1809.  It  cannot  be  contended,  that, 
because  these  woods  have  not,  from  some  local  acci- 
dent, been  rated  for  several  years,  it  was  ever  contem- 
plated by  the  le^slature  that  they  should  be  hereafter 
totally  exempt  from  liability  to  the  highway  rate.  These 
woods  being  legally  liable  to  the  highway  rate  up  to  the 
year  1835,  sect  33  of  the  6  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  68,  shews 
what  property  the  legislature  intended  to  exempt  from 
the  rate,  being  such  as  has,  before  the  passing  of  this 
act,  been  legally  exempt  from  the  performance  of  statute 
duty,  or  from  the  payment  of  any  composition  in  lieu 
thereof,  or  of  highway  rate.  The  exemption  cannot  be 
construed  to  extend  to  woods  which  were  legally  rate- 
able before  the  act  passed.  [PattesaUf  J. — Suppose  a 
new  species  of  wood  were  introduced  into  this  country, 
would  that  be  rateable?]  According  to  the  construction 
to  be  contended  for  by  the  other  side,  it  would  not, 
but  the  argument  may  be  pushed  even  further  than 
that — it  would  extend  to  woods  not  yet  planted.  [Lord 
Denman,  C.  J. — They  would  not  go  that  length — ^they 
must  mean  woods  of  the  same  description.]  This  con- 
struction of  the  statute  would  be  more  convenient  to 
the  siu^eyor,  who  would  know  at  once  what  property 
was  liable  to  be  rated,  instead  of  having  to  inquire  what 
property  is  usually  rated  in  that  particular  parish. 

Walesby. — The  surveyor  derives  all  his  authority  from 
the  27th  sect  of  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c  50.     He  proceeds 

(a)  This  date  seems  to  have  T.,  1809),  as  to  the  rateability  of 
been  selected  in  reference  to  Au-  such  trees  as  saleable  underwoods. 
brty  V.  Ftther,  10  East,  446,  (H. 
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to  make  a  rate  from  the  directions  ^ven  him  by  that        1844. 
sectioa.    The  words  of  the  statute,  ^^usually  rated,"  must    thb  Qubsk 
be  held  to  mean  such  as  are  usually  rated  in  that  par-        -^^^ 
licular  parish.     The  words  rated  and  rateable  are  not 
qmonymous  terms.    In  such  cases  the  plain  acceptation 
of  the  language  of  the  statute  must  be  adopted,  imless 
it  leads  to  some  manifest  absurdity.      [Here  he  was 
stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — We  are  called  on  to  put  a  con- 
struction on  these  acts,  and,  whatever  that  construction 
may  be,  it  is  impossible  that  it  should  be  satisfactory. 
It  seems  to  be  assumed  in  one  section,  that  there  were 
particular  woods  before^  this  time  which  were  not  rated 
to  the  highways ;  but  it  seems  by  a  former  act  that  all 
woods  were  rateable.  I  do  not  know,  therefore,  what  we 
can  do  in  such  a  case,  but  to  take  what  appears  to  be 
the  reasonable  meaning,  and  to  say,  that  '^Jusually  rated" 
means  "  usually  rated  in^that  parish."  If  80,'then  we  come 
to  the  finding  of  the  sessions,  which  declares  that  these 
woods  were  not  usually  rated  in  the  parish,  and  they 
therefore  could  not  be  liable.  I  do  not  come  to  this 
conclusion  with  any  degree  of  satisfaction,  but  the  words 
may  fairly  have  that  meaning,  and  it  is  one  which  it  is 
not  difficult  to  apply  to  the  subject-matter. 

Patteson,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  phrase  "have  been  usually  rated"  must  be  confined 
to  the  particular  parish ;  otherwise  we  do  not  know  to 
what  extent  we  may  go.  Then  comes  the  question, 
whether  particular  woods,  or  woods  in  general,  are 
meant.  I  tiiink  the  expression  must  mean  the  woods 
of  that  description  in  the  parish.  At  all  events  the  fact 
is  found,  that,  since  1809,  the  woods  in  this  parish  had 
not  been  rated ;  so  that  the  sessions  have  foimd  a  fact 
which  is  an  answer  to  the  case. 
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1844.  WiLLiABis,  J. — The  Safest  construction  is  that  which 

we  are  now  adopting.  We  cannot  further  the  argument 
of  Mr.  Keatinff,  without  changing  the  word  ^^rated^  to 
^^rateabky"  which  would  be  a  strong  measure  in  construing 
a  statute  for  the  first  time.  K  we  take  the  word  to  be 
^^  rated,"  we  do  not  know  any  other  mode  of  ascertun- 
ing  that,  except  by  considering  what  is  the  usual  mode 
of  rating  woods  in  this  parish.  On  this  question  the 
sessions  have  found  a  fact  which  we  cannot  deny  to  be 
right,  and  to  be  decisive  of  the  case. 

CoLERiDOE,  J. — I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court; 
but,  certainly,  not  without  considerable  doubt.  In  a 
modem  act  of  Parliament,  and  one  so  full  of  words  as 
this,  unless  we  can  arrive  at  a  perfectly  dear  conclusion 
as  to  one  mode  of  construing  it,  we  must  take  that 
which  appears  on  the  whole  to  be  the  most  probable, 
and  the  safest,  and  that  which  is  easiest  of  application. 
There  cannot  be  much  difficulty  for  a  surveyor  to  know 
what  is  the  usage  of  his  own  parish,  it  would  be  more 
difficult  for  him  to  know  what  was  the  usage  of  the 
neighbourhood,  and  he  would  find  other  difficulties  in 
settling  the  question  of  majority  or  minority.  The 
usage  of  the  parish  is  more  easy  of  trial  than  that  of  the 
country  at  large. 

Order  confirmed. 
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1844. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Merionethshire.         June  Qth, 

xN  this  case  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained^  calling  upon  Where  the  re- 

the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  ^i^^e  apl^ 

not  issue,  commanding  them  to  enter  continuances,  and  ^^^^^^"5?^ 

hear  an  appeal  against  im  order  of  removal,  in  which  the  movai  with  a 

parish  officers  of  Denio  were  appellants,  and  the  parish  appdiantshaTe, 

officera  of  Llangar  respondents.  ri^hTto^* 

It  appeared  fix)m  the  affidavits,  that  an  order  had  been  *^  appeal  at 

,      ,  ,  the  aesnoiui  in 

made  by  two  justices  of  the  county  of  Merioneth,  for  the  order  to  obtain 
removal  of  certain  paupers  from  Llangar  to  Denio.  No-  it  appeared, 
tioe  and  grounds  of  appeal  were,  on  the  19th  of  March  ^!J[^t^^aie 
last,  served  by  the  parish  of  Denio.     On  receipt  of  the  aessiona,  no 

.  .  more  than  30*. 

grounds  of  appeal,  which  pointed  out  defects  upon  the  costs  were  ai- 
fiioe  of  the  examinations,  the  parish  officers  of  Llangar  p,^  |f  the  ap- 
aj^lied  to  Ae  removing  justices,  and  obtained  a  super-  ^^  Jj|^^' 
aedeas  of  their  order.     This  supersedeas  was  served  on  respondents 
the  appellants  on  the  29th  of  March,  but  no  offer  was  the  appellants 
made  as  to  the  payment  of  costs.     On  the  9th  of  April,  ^f  jSITorLsts: 
the  parish  officers  of  Llangar  obtained  and  sent  a  fresh  —Held,  that 

,  ,  ,       ,  ,  sudi  practice 

order,  with  copies  of  examinations,  to  the  parish  officers  was  nnreason- 
of  Denio,  at  the  same  time  tendering  them  two  guineas,  Jhe^iessions 
in  payment  of  the  costs  occasioned  by  the  first  order.  The  ^.^l**  *?  «^«J^- 

-^  •'  "^  cise  their  judg- 

parish  officers  of  Denio  refused  the  money,  and  at  the  ment  as  to  the 
following  sessions,  held  April  the  12th,  they  attended,  tion  to  the  ap- 
and  applied  to  enter  the  appeal    On  these  facts  appear-  ^J^j^^j^^f 
ing,  and  the  parish  officers  of  Llangar  repeating  their 
offer  of  two  guineas  for  costs,  the  sessions  refused  to 
allow  the  appeal  to  be  entered. 

Affidavits  on  the  part  of  the  parish  of  Denio  stated, 
that  there  is,  and  has  been  for  a  great  many  years  last 
past,  a  standing  rule  or  order  on  the  books  of  the  quar- 
ter sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county  of  Merio- 
neth, whereby  it  is  .ordered,  "  that  the  sum  of  30*.  only, 
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1844.        as  and  for  costa  and  expenses,  shall  be  allowed^  in  ajqpeal 
Til  B  QuBBN    against  orders  of  removal  tried  in  the  said  Court,  to  eith 
party.'' 


V. 

TheJnitioesof 
Mkrionkth- 

8HIRX. 


Jervis  shewed  cause. — An  order  of  removal  waB  d 
tained  on  the  19th  of  March;  and  on  the  29th  of  Maid 
after  the  notice  and  grounds  of  appeal  had  been  deliveie 
the  respondents  obtained  a  supersedeas.  A  firesh  order  * 
removal  was  afterwards  served  by  them  on  the  appellani 
with  a  tender  of  two  guineas  for  costs  incurred  by  tl 
former  order.  The  practice  of  the  sessions  is  stated 
be,  not  to  allow  more  than  30«.  costs  to  either  party, 
the  appeal  is  tried.  The  appellants  cannot  be  placed 
any  better  situation  by  having  the  appeal  entered,  b 
cause  they  have  already  had  tendered  to  them  12 
more  than  they  could  have  obtained  if  the  appeal  hi 
been  tried.  If  a  magistrate  makes  an  order  on  impe 
feet  materials,  the  object  of  the  legislature  is  defeated 
he  cannot  stop  ftirther  expenses.  The  appellants  cann* 
be  permitted  to  go  on  increasing  the  expenses,  wh( 
they  know  it  is  to  no  purpose.  In  Rex  v.  The  Justk 
of  Norfolk  {a),  it  was  held  to  be  discretionary  with  tl 
magistrates  whether  they  would  enter  an  appeal,  in  o 
der  to  give  the  appellants  their  costs. 

fV.  Yardley  appeared  for  the  justices. 

Welshyy  contra. — The  standing  order  of  the  sessions 
not  stated  with  sufficient  precision.  Instead  of  beii 
mentioned  by  way  of  recital,  it  should  have  been  e: 
tracted  from  the  order-book. 

It  has  been  decided  that  appellants  have  a  right 
come  to  the  sessions  and  claim  costs,  although  a  supe 
sedeas  has  been  obtained :  Regina  v.  TownstaU  (i),  R 

(a)  5  B.  &  A.  484.  {b)  3  Q.  B.  R,  357. 
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ffina  V.  Stayley  (a).     The  appellants  are  entitled  to  fair         1844.  ^ 
and  reasonable  costs,  incurred  by  reason  of  the  conduct    Tub  Qubbk 
of  the  respondents.     Such  costs  have  not  been  paid  or  The  joKices  of 
tendered  to  them.     It  does  not  clearly  appear  fix)m  the    ^**hiJ[^^"' 
affidavits,  what  is  die  practice  of  the  sessions.   There  is, 
besides,  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  magistrates  are 
bound,  in  all  cases,  to  adhere  to  such  a  rule  of  practice. 
They  nre  called  upon  to  exercise  a  &ir  and  reasonable 
discretion  in  awarding  costs,  according  to  the  real  merits 
of  tlie  case.    The  appellants  have  not  had  an  opportunity 
of  applying  for  costs,  and,  therefore,  this  rule  should  be 
made  absolute  for  a  mandamus. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  think  the  standing  order 
and  practice  of  the  quarter  sessions  are  sufficiently  stated. 
Mr.  JVehby  observes,  that  the  affidavits  do  not  clearly 
ahew  what  the  practice  of  the  sessions  is ;  but  we  must 
see  what  they  consider  to  be  the  practice.  The  question 
is,  whether  they  have  acted  legally,  or  not.  I  think  that 
they  have  not  acted  legally.  They  were  bound  to  allow 
the  appeal  to  be  entered ;  and,  when  the  writ  goes,  they 
ought  to  exercise  their  judgment  as  to  the  costs  which 
have  actually  been  incurred.  It  is  very  proper  that  a 
party  should  abandon  an  appeal  against  an  order,  when 
he  feels  that  he  cannot  succeed  in  maintaining  it;  but 
it  is  equally  proper,  that  the  other  party  should  recover 
the  reasonable  costs  incurred  by  him  up  to  the  time 
when  the  notice  of  abandonment  is  ^ven. 

Pattbson,  J. — I  do  not  see  how,  consistently  with 
the  last  decisions,  it  is  possible  for  the  sessions  to  justify 
their  refusal  to  hear  this  case. 

W1L.1-IAM8,  J.,  concurred. 

{a)  12  Law  Jourij.,  N,  S.,  M.C.,  72. 
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1844.  Coleridge^  J. — The  justices  were  clearly  wrong  in 

The  Quken  i^^i^g  to  hear  the  case ;  but  we  should  not  be  war- 
The  jMti  f  ^'*'^*^  ^  allowing  this  writ  to  go,  if  we  thought  they 
Mbriokbth-  would  strictly  adhere  to  what  has  been  stated  to  be  the 
practice  at  the  sessions.  As  that  practice  is  an  umear 
sonable  one,  I  have  no  doubt,  that,  after  the  intimatioii 
of  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  they  will  alter  it,  and  con- 
sider what  the  party  ought  furly  to  receive,  as  a  remu- 
neration for  the  costs  he  incurred  before  the  notice  of 
countermand  was  given. 

Rule  absolute. 


June  \lih.  In  the  Matter  of  Jacklin. 

The  4  Geo.  4,     xN  this  case  a  rule  nisi  {a)  had  been  obtained,  (June  3rd, 
nottppiy  wh^  1S44),  calling  on  the  keeper  of  the  house  of  correetioa 

the  offence 

charged  amounts  to  a  felony. 

Therefore,  where  a  defendant  under  that  statute  was  conyicted  by  two  justices,  "for  that 
he  the  said  W.  J.  did  contract  with  T.  R.  G.,  as  a  servant  in  husbandry,  and  hath,  in  hit 
said  service  and  employment,  been  guilty  of  divers  misdemeanours,  in  that  he,  the  laid  W.  J. 
did,  on  &c.,  purlom  a  quantity  of  barley  to  give  to  the  horses  under  his  care,  contrary  to 
the  express  commands  of  the  said  T.  R.  G."  : — Held^  that  the  offienoe  charged  here  was  a 
felony  irrespective  of  the  contract  of  service,  and  that  therefore  a  conviction  unider  the  statute 
was  invalid. 

(a)  In  order  to  save  the  ex-  William  Jacklin,  together  with  the 

pense  of  bringing  up  the  prisoner  day  and  cause  of  his  taking  and 

before  this  Court  in  the  first  in-  detainer,  before  this  Court,  imme- 

stance,  the  rule  was  drawn  up,  diately  after  the  receipt  pf  the 

directed  to  J.  F.  and  W.  S.,  two  said  writ,  to  undergo  and  receive 

of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  all  and  singular  such  things  as 

peace  in  and  for  the  parts    of  this  Court  may  then  and  there 

Lindsey,  in  the  county  of  Lin-  consider  of  and  concemiDg  him 

coin,  to  T.  R.  Grantham,  the  pro-  in  that  behalf;    or  why  the  said 

secutor,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  William   Jacklin   should  not  be 

house  of  correction  at  Louth,  call-  discharged  out  of  custody,  without 

ingon  them  to  shew  cause  why  a  being  brought  up,  upon  notice  of 

writ  of  habeas  corpus  should  not  this  rule  to  be  given  to  the  said 

issue  to  the  said  keeper  of  the  said  justices  and  keeper,  and  to  the 

house  of  correction,  commanding  said  T.  R.   Grantham,    in    the 

him  to  have  the  body  of  the  said  meantime. 
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at  Loath,  in  the  county  of  Lincohi,  to  shew  cause  why 
William  Jacklin,  a  prisoner  in  his  custody,  should  not      ITre" 
be  discharged  on  the  ground  that  the  warrant  for  his      Jacklin. 
commitment  was  bad.   The  prisoner  had  been  committed 
under  the  4  Geo.  4,  c  34,  for  misconduct  while  in  the 
aervice  of  his  master. 

The  warrant  of  commitment  reciting  the  conviction 
was  as  follows: — 

**  Parts  of  Lindsey,  Lincolnshire,  to  wit. — To  the  con- 
stable of  Scamblesby,  in  the  said  parts,  and  to  the 
keeper  of  the  house  of  correction  at  Louth,  in  the  said 
parts. 

<<  Whereas  information  and  complaint,  upon  oath,  hath 
been  made  before  us,  John  Fytche  and  William  Teale 
Wilfitt,  Esqrs.,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace  in  and  for  the  said  parts,  by  Thomas  Beading 
Grantham  against  William  Jacklin,  late  of  &c.,  ser- 
Tant  in  husbandry  to  the  said  T.  B.  Grantham,  that  he 
the  said  W.  Jacklin,  having  contracted  to  serve  the  said 
T.  B.  Grantham  in  the  business  of  husbandry  until  May- 
day next,  hath  during  his  servitude  been  guilty  of  divers 
misdemeanours,  miscarriages,  and  other  iU-behaviour  to- 
wards him  the  said  T.  B.  Grantham,  and  particularly  on 
the  night  of  the  2l8t  day  of  March  last,  when  he  did 
purloin  a  quantity  of  barley  to  give  to  the  horses  under 
his  caie,  contrary  to  his  master's  express  commands. 
And  whereas  the  said  W.  Jacklin,  in  pursuance  of  our 
warrant  for  that  purpose,  had  appeared  before  us  to 
answer  the  said  complaint,  but  hath  not  proved  that  he 
is  not  guilty  of  the  said  complidnt  and  charge.  And 
whereas,  in  pursuance  of  the  statutes  in  that  case 
made  and  provided,  we  have  duly  examined  the  proofi 
and  allegations  of  both  the  said  parties  touching  the 
matter  of  the  stud  complaint ;  and,  upon  due  considera- 
tion had  thereof,  have  adjudged  and  determined  that  he 
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1844.  the  said  W.  Jacklin  did  contract  as  aforesaid,  and  hath 
jq  ^  in  hiB  said  service  and  employment  been  guilty  of  divers 
Jacklin.  misdemeanours,  misconduct,  and  ill-behaviour  towards 
the  said  T.  R.  Grantham,  in  that  he  the  said  W.  Jacklin 
did,  on  the  night  of  the  said  21st  day  of  March  last,  pur- 
loin a  quantity  of  barley  to  give  to  the  horses  under  his 
care,  contrary  to  the  express  commands  of  the  said  T.  R 
Grantham ;  and  we  do  therefore  hereby  convict  him  the 
said  W.  Jacklin  of  the  said  offence^  in  pursuance  of  the 
statutes  in  that  case  made  and  provided. 

^^  These  are  therefore  to  command  you,  &c     [Then 
followed  the  adjudication  as  to  wages  to  be  abated.] 
^^  Given  under  our  hands  and  scab  &c. 

"  J.  Fy tche. 
«  W.  T.  Wilfitt" 

Gunning  now  shewed  cause  (a),  on  an  affidavit  of 
Mr.  Fytche,  one  of  the  justices,  setting  forth  the 
information  and  smnmons  on  which  the  conviction  was 
founded,  and  annexing  the  conviction  upon  which  the 
warrant  of  commitment  issued. — Whether  the  commitr 
ment  is  bad  or  not  is  immaterial,  as  there  is  now  a  good 
conviction  before  the  Court,  and,  if  the  conviction  be 
right,  the  defects  in  the  commitment  will  be  cured,  pro- 
vided the  latter  shews  the  like  offence  as  is  stated  in  the 
conviction:  Paley  on  Convictions  (6) ;  Rex  v.  Taylor {c\ 
If  it  should  be  contended  that  the  prisoner  has  been 
guilty  of  a  felony,  and  not  merely  of  misconduct  in  hifl 

(a)   He  took  a  preliminary  abandoned,  as  it  appeared  that 

objection  to   the  prisoner  being  the  like  objection  had  been  mads 

heard,  on   the  ground  that  the  in  a  similar  case  in  Easter  Tenn* 

certiorari  was  not  taken  away  by  and  overruled.    As  to  the  certio- 

the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  and   that  ran  being  taken  away,  see  ante, 

the  conviction  should,  therefore,  p.  3,  n. 
have  been  brought  before    the         {h)  P.  236. 
Court  by  a  writ  of   certiorari.         (^)  7  Dowl.  &  Ry.  623. 
Tliis     objection,    however,    was 
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master's  service,  the  answer  to  that  is,  that  he  has  not        1844. 
been  so  charged,  and  that  there  is  no  allegation,  either  in         j^^ 
the  information  or  the  conviction,  that  he  stole  the  barley.      J acklin. 
That,  too,  was  a  question  for  the  justices  upon  the  evi- 
dence before  them,  and  they  have  thought  proper  to  con- 
vict under  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 

fVhitehurst,  contrd. — It  is  clear  from  the  conviction 
which  is  now  before  the  Court  that  a  felony  has  been 
committed  (a),  and  the  conviction,  therefore,  which  is  for 
a  misdemeanour,  cannot  be  supported.  The  act  only  ap- 
plies in  those  cases  where  a  defendant  is  guilty  of  some 
misconduct  in  the  performance  of  his  contract  of  service. 
Here,  there  is  no  proof  of  any  misconduct  relating  to 
such  contract,  and,  to  sustain  that,  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract itself  should  have  been  stated. 

Coleridge,  J. — Proceedings  of  this  kind  should  not 
be  dealt  with  captiously;  but,  at  the  same  time,  justices 
should  never  convict  summarily  without  all  the  neces- 
sary statutable  preliminaries  being  complied  witL  In 
a  case  of  this  sort,  a  summary  conviction  cannot  be  al- 
lowed merely  because  a  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanour  whilst  he  rem^ed  in  the  service,  but  it 
should  appear  that  the  misdemeanour  consisted  of  some 
misconduct  which  was  a  violation  of  his  contract  of  ser- 
vice ;  it  is  therefore  important  that  the  terms  of  the 
contract  should  be  stated.  But,  taking  the  contract  in 
any  way,  I  think  it  is  apparent  that  what  was  done 
in  this  case  had  no  reference  to  the  contract,  but  was  a 
substantive  felony,  and  therefore  not  within  the  scope 
of  the  statute  under  which  the  conviction  was  made. 


(a)  See  Bex  v.  Morfit,  R.  &     292 ;  Bex  y.  fVhite  and  Sellers, 
Rj.  307;  Bex  y.   Cabbage,  Id.     9  C.  &  P.  344. 
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1844. 


In  re 
Jacklin. 
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The  prisoner  had  a  right  by  law  to  take  the  OfMiikm  (^"^ 
a  jury  upon  l^e  case,  and  most  theref(»6  be  disoharge^^ 

The  prisoner  was  dischaiged. 


June  llth. 

Where  an  order 
of  commitment  y 
onder  stat.  11 
Geo.  2,  c.  19, 
(for  fraudu- 
lently remoTing 
gooda  to  pre- 
yent  a  distreaa 
forrent),didnot 
state  tluit  a 
complaint  in 
writmghad 
been  made  by 
the  landlord, 
his  bailiff, 
agent,  or  ser- 
vant, it  was 
keid  had. 


In  the  Matter  of  Fulleb. 

XN  this  case  John  Fuller,  a  prisoner  in  the  house  o* 
correction  at  Stukeley,  in  the  county  of  Huntingdon, 
was  brought  up  by  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  before  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  to  be  discharged,  on  the  groond 
that  the  warrant  of  commitment  and  the  order  on  which 
it  was  founded  were  bad.  The  prisoner  had  been  com- 
mitted under  the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  8.4,  for  fraudulently 
removing  goods  to  prevent  a  distress  for  rent. 
The  warrant  of  commitment  was  as  follows : — 


€€ 


Huntingdonshire,  to  wit. — To  the  ocmstables  of  Hunt- 
ingdon, and  also  to  the  keeper  of  the  house  of  cor- 
rection at  Great  Stukeley,  in  the  county  of  Hunting- 
don. 

''  Whereas  John  Fuller,  late  of  Fenstanton,  in  the 
siud  county,  horse-dealer,  was,  by  an  order,  dated  the 
29th  April,  1844,  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  Thomas 
Skeels  Fryer,  Esq.,  and  the  Bev.  Edward  Martin  Peck, 
clerk,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peaoe  ibr  ^ 
county  of  Huntingdon,  (residing  near  the  plaoe  wfaeM 
the  said  goods  and  chattels  hereinafler  m^itionied  were 
removed,  and  not  being  interested  in  the  lands  or  tene- 
ments from  whence  the  same  were  removed),  ordered  to 
pay  the  sum  of  20/.  to  James  Beck  of  Fenstanton  afore- 
said, gentleman,  or  to  Thomas  Alderton,  his  bailiiF»  ser- 
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Fant,  or  agent,  on  or  before  the  14th  day  of  May  instant, 
being  double  the  value  of  certidn  goods  and  chattels  of 
the  said  John  Fuller,  which  said  John  Fuller  was  duly 
ix)nyicted  of  having  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  re- 
moved and  conveyed  away  from  his  dwelling-house  and 
premises  in  the  parish  of  Fenstanton,  in  the  county  of 
Huntingdon,  to  certain  premises  in  the  parish  of  Cot- 
benham,  in  the  county  of  Cambridge,  to  prevent  the  said 
J.  Beck  from  distraining  the  said  goods  and  chattels  for 
arrears  of  rent  due  to  the  said  J.  Beck  for  the  said  pre- 
tnises.  And  whereas  the  said  John  Fuller^  having  had 
notice  of  the  said  order,  hath  refused  or  n^lected  to 
pay,  and  hath  not  paid,  the  ssdd  sum  of  20/.,  pursuant 
thereunto,  and  the  same  hath  been  fully  proved  before  us 
the  undersigned  T.  S.  Fryer,  Esq.,  and  the  Kev.  Edward 
Baines,  clerk,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace 
for  the  said  county  of  Huntingdon,  upon  the  oaths  of  the 
3ud  J.  Beck  and  T.  Alderton.  And  whereas  it  ap- 
pears unto  us,  &c.,  by  the  return  of  T.  Alderton,  con- 
stable of  St.  Ives,  in  the  said  county,  that  he  hath  made 
iiligent  search  for,  but  doth  not  know  of,  nor  can  find, 
my  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  John  Fuller,  by  dis- 
tress and  sale  whereof  the  said  sum  of  20/.  may  be 
levied,  pursuant  to  the  warraht  under  the  hands  and  seals 
of  us  the  said  T.  S.  Fryer,  Esq.,  and  the  Rev.  E.  Baines, 
derk,  &c.,  duly  made  and  issued  for  the  levying  of  the 
said  sum  of  20/.,  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  sud  John  Fuller  (a). 


1844. 


In  re 
Fuller. 


(a)  The  4  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  ss.  1 
md  2,  enacts,  <*That,if  any  tenant 
oi  icay  lands,  &c.,  upon  the  de- 
mlie  or  holding  whereof  any  rent 
b  reserved,  due,  or  made  payable, 
ihall  fraudulently  or  clandestinely 
cany  off  from  such  premises  his 
goods,  to  prevent  the  landlord  or 


lessor  from  distraining  the  same 
for  arrears  of  rent  so  reserved,  &c., 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  landlord 
to  distrain  the  goods  within  thirty 
days,  wherever  found,  unless  sold 
to  any  person  not  privy  to  the 
fi-aud." 

Sect.  4  provides,  "  That,  where 
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1844.  "  These  are  therefore  to  command  you,"  &c. 

Id  re 

FuLLKB.  The  order  on  which  this  warrant  was  founded,  wUch 

had  been  served  on  the  prisoner,  was  brought  before  the 
Court  by  his  affidavit 

Chinning  now  moved  that  the  prisoner  be  discharged. 
— ^The  order  is  bad,  because  it  does  not  appear  that  any 
complaint  in  writing  was  made  before  the  justices  by  the 
landlord,  his  bailiff,  servant,  or  agent.  This  ought  to 
have  been  shewn  to  have  been  done  according  to  the 
provision  in  the  statute. 

[He  took  other  objections  to  the  order  and  warrant  of 
commitment,  but,  as  the  discharge  of  the  prisoner  pro- 
ceeded upon  that  already  mentioned,  and  as  no  judgment 
was  given  upon  the  others,  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer 
to  them.] 

J.  Henderson^  contrd,  was  called  upon  by  the  Court — 
The  same  objection,  as  to  the  want  of  compkint^ 
made  in  Rex  v.  Davis  (a),  and  there  Lord  Denmany  C.  J.^ 
observes,  **  It  is,  perhaps,  a  sufficient  answer  that  it 
allege,  that,  on  complaint  duly  made,  J.  D.  was  difr^-^ 
charged.''  Here  the  order  contains  statements  whicfc^ 
are  equivalent,  and  it  is  sufficient  if  it  appear  by  reason-*^ 
able  intendment  that  there  was  a  sufficient  complaints  - 
[Colerufye,  J. — How  am  I  to  collect  that  there  was  an] 

goods  so  fraudulently  carried  off     the  lands,  &c.,  who  may  samm 
shall  not  exceed  the  value  of  50/.,     the  parties  concerned, 


it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  landlord^  the  fact,  and  all  proper  witn< 

JUt  bailiffy  servant,  or  agent,  to  upon  oath,  and,  in  a 

exhibit  a  complaint  in  writing  way,  determine  whether  such 

against  such  offender  before  two  son  or  persons  be  guilty  of  the  o^ 

or  more  justices,  &C.,  residing  near  fence"  &c 

the  place  where  such  goods  were         {h)  5  B.  &  Ad.  551. 

removed,  not  being  interested  in 
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complaint  in  writing  by  the  party  authorized  to  make  it?] 
It  is  sufficient  if  such  appears  to  be  the  case  from  the 
whole  of  the  document ;  the  justices,  who  must  be  sup- 
posed to  know  their  duty,  would  not  have  summoned 
the  party  without  a  sufficient  complaint ;  the  order  pur- 
sues the  form  in  Bum  (a),  and,  if  it  be  held  bad,  it  will 
have  the  effect  of  rendering  illegal  numberless  commit- 
ments which  have  been  already  made  and  enforced. 

Coleridge,  J. — It  often  happens  that  a  defective 
form  is  in  use  for  years,  and  then,  at  last,  the  blot  in  it 
is  hit.  No  rule  is  more  inflexible,  than  that,  whether 
in  a  commitment,  or  a  conviction,  or  order,  jurisdiction 
must  be  made  to  appear.  In  cases  of  this  kind  a  com- 
plaint in  writing  by  the  landlord  or  his  agent  is  necessary 
to  give  the  justices  complete  jurisdiction ;  it  must  there- 
fore be  stated ;  and,  even  if  the  complaint  were  not  re- 
quired to  be  in  writing,  still  it  must  appear  in  some  way. 
Then  is  there  anything  here  which  shews  a  sufficient  com- 
plaint ?  It  is  contended  that  the  justices  would  not  have 
proceeded  without  one,  but  that  answer  is  certainly  in- 
fiufficient ;  the  objection  is  fatal,  and  this  rule  must  be 
made  absolute. 

The  prisoner  was  discharged. 

(a)  Vol.1,  p.  1157. 


VOL.  I.  X  N.  8.  C. 
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1844. 


JunelUh, 

Where,  on  the 
trial  of  an  ap- 
peal against  an 
order  of  re- 
moval, the  ap- 
pellants pro- 
duced a  former 
order  between 
the  same  par- 
ties, which  had 
been  quashed 
generally,  and 
the  respondents 
tendered  eyi- 
dence  of  the 
circumstances 
under  which  it 
had  been 
quashed, 
namely,  that 
they  had 
abandoned  it 
on  account  of 
some  defect  in 
form,  without 
going  to  the 
sessions  :^ 
Held,  that  the 
sessions  were 
bound  to  re- 
ceive such  evi- 
dence, and, 
having  refused, 
a  mandamus  is- 
sued to  compel 
them  to  hear. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Flintshire. 

1  HIS  was  a  rule  calliug  on  the  justices  of  FlintshL 
to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue,  co: 
manding  them  to  enter  continuances  and  hear  an  appe= 
against  an  order  of  two  justices,  dated  2nd  May,  184 
for  the  removal  of  Harriet  Royle,  widow,  and  her 
children,  James,  Jacob,  and  Charles,  from  the  parish 
Cwm  in  tlie  county  of  Flint,  to  tlie  parish  of  Llange 
niew  in  tlie  county  of  Denbigh.     The  following  fac 
ap{)eared  from  the  affida\  it  of  the  attorney  for  the 
spondents,  who  conducted  the  case  on  their  behalf  at 
Mold  sessions. 

Notice  and  grounds  of  appeal  against  the  said  ord 
were  duly  served  by  the  appellants,  and  the  ma 
ground  of  appeal  was  as  follows  : — 

"  That  the  said  order  of  removal  is  bad  and  ino 
tive,  because  it  was  obtained  and  made,  after  a  previoi 
order  of  removal  for  the  said  Harriet  Royle  and  h 
children  from  your  said  parish  of  Cwm,  to  our 
parish  of  Llangerniew,  dated  on  or  about  the  5  th  Dece 
ber,  1842,  and  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  H.  L. 
and  E.  L.,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  &c.,  had  bee 
obtained  by  and  on  behalf  of  your  said  parish  of  Cw 
and  served  upon  the  parish  officers  of  our  said  parish 
Llangerniew,  and  which  said  last-mentioned  order 
duly  appealed  against  by  our  said  parish  of  Llangemievr^ 
and  was,  by  an  order  of  the  Court  of  quarter  session^: 
holden  in  and  for  the  county  of  Flint  on  &c.,  dul^r* 
quashed  upon  the  said  appeal,  and  which  said  order  o 
sessions  was  obtained  on  behalf  of  our  said  parish  hy 
virtue  of  a  written  consent  and  notice  dated  &c.,  under 
the  hands  of  the  then  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
your  said  parish  of  Cwm.     And  neither  in  the  written 
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consent  and  notice,  nor  in  the  said  oi:der  of  sessions,  in        1844. 
any  manner  is  it  specified  or  stated  that  the  said  last-    t  e  Q  ee 
mentioned  order  of  removal  was  to  be  or  was  quashed  •• 

^  ,  ^  ,  The  Justices  of 

for  any  defect  of  form ;  but  the  said  Court  of  quarter    FuNnHiBB. 

sessions,  by  virtue  of  the  said  written  consent  and  no- 
tice, ordered  the  same  to  be  quashed  generally;  which 
said  decision  was  and  is  conclusive  between  your  said 
parish  of  Cwm  and  the  said  parish  of  Llangemiew,  as  to 
the  settlement  of  the  said  Harriet  Boyle  and  her  child- 
ren, unless  upon  some  new  ground  of  settlement  or  re- 
moval arising  since  the  said  order  of  sessions  was  made." 

When  the  appeal  came  on  for  trial  at  the  sessions,  the 
appellants  relied  on  the  ground  of  appeal  above  set  out. 
The  sessions  book  was  produced,  in  which  the  former 
order  was  entered  as  quashed  generally;  and  when 
the  respondents  tendered  evidence  to  explain  that  the 
former  order  of  removal  was  quashed  for  want  of  form, 
(namely,  on  account  of  the  defective  examination  of 
Harriet  Royle,  which  consisted  of  hearsay  evidence),  the 
sessions  held  that  such  explanatory  evidence  could 
not  be  received,  because  there  was  no  entry  on  their 
minutes  that  the  former  order  of  removal  was  quashed 
for  want  of  form,  and  accordingly  quashed  the  second 
order  (a). 

The  evidence  which  the  respondents  proposed  to  ten- 
der was  to  the  following  effect :  That,  previous  to  the 
trial  of  the  appeal  against  the  former  order,  the  attorney 
for  the  respondents  called  on  the  attorney  for  the  appel- 
lants, and  stated,  that,  inasmuch  as  he  had  discovered 
that  the  examination  on  which  the  order  was  founded 
consisted  mainly  of  hearsay  evidence,  the  respondents 

(a)  The  order  was  quashed,  have  been  final,  the  appellants 

subject  to  a  case  for  the  opinion  were  unable  to  bring  it  up.    See 

of  this  Court,  on  the  rejection  of  Regina  v.  WistoWy  1  G.  &  D.  681, 

the  explanatory  evidence  ;  but  as  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Keste- 

the  case  was  so  stated  that  the  veriy  ant^,  p.  151. 
opinion  of  this  Court  would  not 

X2 
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1844.        would  abandon  their  order.     A  form  of  abandonment 
S    Z  and  consent  was  then  agreed  to  between  the  parties,  and 

X  HB  14UBBN 

V,  it  was  arranged  that  the  attorney  for  the  appellants 

Flxmt«hiu.    should  attend  at  the  following  sessions,  and  have  the 
appeal  quashed. 

As  to  the  mode  in  which  the  order  was  to  be  quashed^ 
the  affidavits  on  each  side  were  contradictory ;  that  of 
the  respondents  stating,  that  they  consented  to  have  the 
order  quashed  only  on  the  understanding  that  it  was  to 
be  quashed  for  the  defect  in  form  above  mentioned; 
the  appellants  stating  that  no  such  understanding  was 
expressed,  and  that  the  consent  was  to  quash  generally. 

Hayes  was  to  shew  cause,  but  the  Court  called  upon 

Townsendy  in  support  of  the  rule. — Tliis  case  has  not 
been  decided  by  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Kesteven  (a), 
though  that  may  be  contended  by  the  other  side.  There 
the  justices  did  hear  the  appeal,  and  because  there  had 
been  a  hearing,  this  Court  refused  a  mandamus.  Here, 
however,  the  justices  have  declined  to  hear,  and  a  man- 
damus therefore  ought  to  go  to  compel  them  to  do  so. 
It  was  the  duty  of  the  justices,  when  the  former  order 
was  produced,  to  receive  the  evidence  which  the  re- 
spondents tendered,  to  shew  that  it  had  been  quashed 
for  defect  of  form:  Bex  v.  Wlieelock  (^),  Regina  v.  The 
Justices  of  Lancashire  (c),  Regina  v.  Peranzabuloe  (rf). 
[^Coleridgey  J. — It  will  not,  I  should  think,  be  contended 
that  the  justices  were  right  in  refusing  to  hear  evidence 
to  explain  the  quashing  of  the  former  order.] 

Hayesy   contr^ — The   sessions   considered    that   the 
former  order  was  conclusive ;  and  they  were  the  proper 


(a)  Ante,  p.  151.  (c)  7  B.  &  C.  691. 

\h)  5  B.  &  C.  511.  (rf)  Ante,  p.  16. 
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judges  of  that :  Rex  v.  Church  Knowle  (a).  The  evidence         1844. 

tendered  was  inadmissible^  as  appears  by  the  affidavits ;    m^*^^"^ 

it  was  nothing  more  than  a  parol  agreement  between  ». 

the  attomies  on  both  sides,  and,  even  if  received,  could    flintshiri. 

not  have  affected  the  decision  at  which  the  justices 

must  have  arrived.     [^Coleridgcy  J. — The  sessions  did 

not  hear  both  sides  of  the  question;  it  is  true  this  Court 

18  not  a  Court  of  appeal  from  their  decision,  but  here 

they  have  not  arrived  at  one.]    The  evidence  would  not 

have  carried  the  case  further ;  but  at  any  rate  there  was 

a  decision  on  the  case,  so  far  at  least  as  to  prevent  this 

Court  from  interfering  by  mandamus :  Rex  v.  The  Ju»~ 

tices  of  Carnarvon  {b\  Rex  v.  Frieston  (c). 

CoLERmoE,  J. — I  regret  that  this  case  has  been  heard 
by  me  sitting  alone  in  this  Court.  I  am  asked,  how- 
ever, for  a  judgment,  and, will  give  one,  trusting,  at  the 
same  time,  that,  as  I  shall  decide  on  broad  principles, 
my  decision  will  do  no  harm.  If  the  Court  below  had 
heard  the  case,  then,  as  this  is  not  a  Court  of  appeal 
from  that,  we  could  not  have  interfered ;  but  if  the  ses- 
sions refuse  to  hear,  then  we  have  the  power  to  set  them 
in  motion.  Has  there  then,  or  has  there  not,  been  a 
hearing  ?  A  previous  order,  quashed  on  appeal  between 
the  same  parties,  was  put  in  their  way.  This,  it  is  con- 
tended, was  conclusive,  but  I  think  it  was  not.  The 
next  step  was  to  tender  evidence  to  explain  that  order, 
and  the  sessions  were  wrong  in  refusing  to  admit  it.  It 
is  sidd,  that,  if  the  evidence  had  been  heard,  it  would 
have  turned  out  to  be  no  evidence  at  all ;  we  must  look 
however,  at  the  substance  of  the  whole  of  the  proceed- 
ings, and,  when  we  do  so,  it  is  impossible  not  to  see 
that  the  justices  exercised  no  judgment  in  the  matter. 

(a)  7  A.  &  £.  471.      (6)  4  B.  &  A.  86.     (c)  5  B.  &  Ad.  597. 
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1844.        Possibly,  when  they  had  heard  both  sides  they  might 
"    "    ^      have  thoufifht  the  order  of  removal  ought  to  have  been 

The  QnsxN  ®  .  . 

V.  quashed;  still  there  should  have  been  a  hearings  and 

Flintshire.  ^^^  ^^  Court  would  not  disturb  their  decision.  There 
is  a  fallacy  in  arguing  here  on  the  effect  of  the  evidence 
tendered,  when  the  sessions  have  refused  to  receive  it. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 

(a)  See  Retina  v.  The  Justices  of  Cornwall^  post,  p.  314. 


June  nth.  TuE  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Ripon. 

On  an  appiica.    AT  a  petty  scssions  held  on  the  2nd  day  of  February, 

to  the  petty  i/»ii»  i  t-io 

sessions  for  an     1844,  the  following  order  was  made,  under  2  &  3  Vict. 

order  in  has-  q  «  ^ 

tardy,  under  the   ^*  "^  • 
2&3Vict. 

c.  85,  the  com-  "Liberty  of  Ripon,  in  the  county  of  York. — At  a  petty 
by  the  church-*  scssions  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  acting 
^^^^lixht      "^  ^^  ^^^  ^^®  VLhQvty  of  Ripon,  in  the  county  of  York, 

township  of  R.  on  &C. 

against  J.  B., 

the  putative  "Whereas,  upon  the  hearing  of  the  application  of  the 

father.    J*  B. 

appeared  at  the  churchwardcns  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  town- 

and  a^t^'  ship  of  Ripon,  in  the  said  liberty,  seven  days'  notice  of 

jTtoesses  had  yf]^Q^  application  having  been  duly  proved  before  us  to 

and  cross-exa-  havc  been  givcn  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 

quired' the  the  poor  to  John  Brown  hereinafter  named,  it  appears 

his're^mi^^*  to  US,  the  undersigned  justices  of  the  peace  assembled  at 

xance  under 

sect.  3,  and  to  transmit  the  case  to  the  quarter  sessions.  The  justices  refused,  and  proceeded 

to  hear,  and  adjudicated  on  the  case  : — Held^  that  the  justices  were  right  in  refunng  to 

transmit  the  case  to  the  quarter  sessions,  the  investigation  at  petty  sessions  having  once 

commenced. 

The  order  adjudicated  that  J.  B.  should  pay  to  the  churchwardens  and  OTerseers  of  the 
township  of  R.,  the  expenses  incurred  in  the  maintenance  and  support  of  the  diild,  from 
the  time  of  its  hirth  to  the  time  of  making  the  order,  and  a  weekly  sum  for  future  mmin- 
tenance.  There  were  in  fact  no  churchwardens  in  the  township :  — Heldy  that  the  com- 
plaint by,  and  adjudication  to  pay  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  was  valid ;  but  that 
so  much  of  the  order  as  was  retrospective  was  bad,  for  including  more  than  six  months  from 
the  time  of  making  such  order,  though  it  was  good  for  the  residue. 
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the  said  petty  sessions,  that  a  male  bastard  child  was         i844. 
lately,  (that  is  to  say)  on  the  27th  day  of  February  now      ^     ""     ' 
last  past,  bom  in  the  township  of  Markington-with-  ». 

WaUerthwaite,  in  the  said  liberty,  on  the  body  of  Mary  '^n'^o^  "^ 
Dennison,  single  woman ;  and  that  the  said  child  was, 
by  reason  of  the  inability  of  the  mother  of  the  said  child 
to  provide  for  the  maintenance  of  the  same  child,  be- 
come chargeable  to  the  said  township  of  Ripon,  in  the 
fiaid  liberty;  And  whereas  it  further  appears  to  us  the 
said  justices  assembled  in  petty  sessions  aforesaid,  upon 
the  hearing  of  such  application,  and  the  evidence  of  the 
mother  of  the  said  bastard  child  (such  evidence  being 
corroborated  in  a  material  particular  by  other  testimony 
to  the  satisfaction  of  us  the  said  justices,  and  as  required 
by  law),  that  John  Brown,  of  HiU  House,  in  the  said 
township  of  Markington-with- WaUerthwaite,  labourer, 
is  really  and  in  truth  the  father  of  the  said  bastard 
child : — It  is  therefore  adjudged  by  us  the  said  justices, 
that  the  said  John  Brown  is  the  father  of  the  said  bas- 
tard child ;  and  we  do  hereby  order,  that  the  said  John 
Brown  shall  forthwith  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the 
said  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
township  of  Ripon,  the  sum  of  9^.  Ad,,  to  reimburse  the 
said  township  the  actual  expense  incurred  in  the  main- 
tenance and  support  of  the  said  bastard  child  from  the 
time  of  its  birth  as  aforesaid  to  the  time  of  making  this  our 
order.  And  shall  also  weekly  and  every  week  from  the 
date  of  this  order,  and  so  long  as  the  said  bastard  child 
shall  be  chargeable  to  the  said  township  of  Bipon,  and 
until  the  said  bastard  child  shall  attain  the  age  of  seven 
years  (if  he  shall  so  long  live),  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid 
unto  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 
said  township  of  Ripon  the  sum  of  1*.  6c?.,  to  reimburse 
the  said  township  of  Ripon  the  actual  expense  to  be  in- 
curred in  the  maintenance  and  support  of  the  said  bas- 
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1844.        tard  child.     Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  the  day 
T     Q    EN    ^^^  y®^  ^^*  above  written. 


V. 


The  Justioes  of 

RiPON. 


Charles  Oxley,    (i-.s.) 
Robert  Paley.     (i-.s.).*' 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits,  that  when  the  case 
came  on  before  the  justices  at  petty  sessions,  and  after 
Mary  Dennison  and  another  witness,  called  to  corrob- 
orate her  testimony,  had  been  examined  on  behalf  of  the 
township  of  Kipon,  and  cross-examined  by  the  attorney 
who  appeared  for  Brown,  and  before  any  other  witnesses 
were  called,  the  justices  having  expressed  themselves 
satisfied  with  the  corroborative  evidence,  the  attorney  for 
Brown  declared  to  the  justices  that  he  was  desirous  the 
charge  should  be  heard  and  determined  at  the  next  en- 
suing quarter  sessions,  and  that  Brown  was  then  ready 
to  enter  into  a  recognizance,  witji  two  sufficient  sure- 
ties, to  appear  at  the  next  quarter  sessions,  to  abide  the 
judgment  of  that  Court ;  and  applied  to  the  justices  to 
take  such  recognizance  and  transmit  it  to  the  quarter 
sessions  (a).  The  justices  refused  the  application  on 
the  ground  that  it  should  have  been  made  before  the 
commencement  of  the  hearing  of  the  case,  and  not  after 
evidence  had  been  given ;  whereupon  Brown  refused  to 
make  any  answer  to  the  application,  or  to  call  any  wit- 
nesses. 


(a)  The2&3  Vict.  c.  85,  in- 
tituled, "An  act  to  enable  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  in  petty  session 
to  make  orders  for  the  support  of 
bastard  children,"  provides, 

Sect.  3,  "  That  if  the  person 
whom  the  guardians  or  over- 
seers shall  charge  with  being  the 
putative  father  of  such  child  shall 
declare  to  the  justices  in   such 


special  or  petty  session  that  he  is 
desirous  that  the  charge  shall  be 
heard  and  determined  at  the  quar- 
ter sessions  of  the  peace,  and  shall 
tlien  and  there  enter  into  a  re* 
cognizance,  with  two  sufficient 
sureties,  conditioned  personally  to 
appear  at  the  quarter  setsiona  of 
the  peace  then  next  or  next  hut 
one  ensuing,  as  the  justices  shall 
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A  rule  nisi  was  obtained  in  Easter  Term  for  a  cer- 
tiorari to  bring  up  the  above  order  of  justices,  in  order 
that  it  might  be  quashed.  Three  objections  were  taken 
to  the  order. 

1.  That  the  justices  at  petty  sessions  should  not  have 
made  an  order  agiunst  Brown  afler  application  had  been 
made  to  take  the  case  to  the  quarter  sessions. 

2.  That  the  order  is  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  because  it 
states  the  costs  of  maintenance  to  have  been  incurred 
from  the  time  of  the  birth  of  the  child,  which  was  more 
than  six  months  from  the  time  of  making  the  order. 

3.  That  the  application  professes  to  have  been  made 
bj,  and  the  order  adjudicates  that  the  money  shall  be 
-paid  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  town- 
ship of  Kipon ;  and  there  are  no  such  churchwardens. 


1844. 


The  Queen 

V, 

The  Jufltioesof 

RiPON. 


Baines  and  Pickering  shewed  cause. — This  is  an  ap- 
plication for  a  certiorari  to  bring  up  an  order  in  bastardy 
made  under  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  3.  Under  the  4  & 
5  WllL  4,  c.  76,  s.  72,  applications  for  orders  in  bastardy 
were  to  be  made  to  the  quarter  sessions.  By  the 
2  &  3  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  3,  the  jurisdiction  in  such  matters  is 
transferred  from  the  quarter  to  the  petty  sessions,  re- 
serving power  for  the  putative  father  to  have  his  case 
heard  at  the  quarter  sessions,  if  he  prefers  it.  The 
question  here  arises  at  what  stage  of  the  proceedings  is 
he  called  upon  to  make  his  election  whether  he  will  have 


think  fit,  to  answer  to  the  said 
chai|^e,  and  to  abide  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  at  such  sessions,  and 
to  pay  all  the  costs  incurred  by 
the  said  guardians  and  overseers 
in  bringing  such  charge  before 
the  said  Court  in  case  the  Court 
shall  adjudge  him  to  be  the  puta- 
tive father  of  such  child,  then  the 
justices  in  special  or  petty  ses- 


sion shall  not  proceed  further  to 
hear  the  charge,  but  shall  take 
such  recognizance  and  transmit  it 
to  the  clerk  of  the  peace ;  and  in 
such  case  all  further  proceedings 
in  the  matter  of  such  charge  shall 
be  had  before  the  said  Court  of 
quarter  sessions  as  if  this  act  had 
not  been  made." 
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1844.        his  case  heard  at  the  petty  or  the  quarter  sessions.   The 

The  Qubbn    ^***^*®  ^^  Victoria  was  only  intended  to  give  the  puta- 

9'  tive  father  the  choice  of  two  tribunals,  not  the  chance  of 

The  Justices  of  _      ,       .  .  .    .  .       i  •  •   i        /•  i 

RipoN.  both :  it  was  not  intended  to  give  mm  a  ngut  oi  appeal 
When  he  has  once  allowed  the  case  to  be  submitted  to 
the  petty  sessions,  he  cannot  render  all  those  proceed- 
ings abortive  by  then  removing  it  to  the  quarter  sessions. 
The  words  of  the  statute,  "  shall  not  proceed  further  to 
hear,"  as  relied  on  by  the  other  side,  would  lead  to  ab- 
surd consequences ;  for  the  quarter  sessions  would  have 
to  take  up  the  proceedings  at  the  point  where  the  petty 
sessions  left  off,  though  there  is  no  mode  whatever  of 
transmitting  the  evidence  to  the  quarter  sessions;  and 
there  is  no  power  of  appeal,  which  can  only  be  given 
by  express  words  of  legislative  enactment.  [  WUUamSy  J. 
— ^Wliere  an  indictment  is  removed  by  certiorari,  it  must 
be  done  in  the  first  instance,  before  the  jury  are  sworn.] 
Where  a  statute  gave  an  appeal  witMn  six  months,  and 
the  appellant  came  to  one  sessions  and  failed,  he  was 
not  allowed  to  come  to  another  sessions,  although  within 
the  six  months :  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Yorkshire  (a).  So, 
where  a  party  takes  a  special  case  at  sessions,  and  does 
not  bring  it  up,  he  cannot  afterwards  apply  for  a  manda- 
mus :  he  cannot  have  two  remedies :  Rex  v.  7%^  Justices 
of  Suffolk  (b).  Besides,  where  a  conviction  or  order  of 
justices  regular  in  form,  as  this  is,  has  been  returned  to 
this  Court,  affidavits  impeaching  their  decision  will  not 
be  heard :  Regina  v.  Bolton  (c). 

The  second  objection  is,  that  the  costs  of  maintenance 
are  given  from  the  time  of  the  birth  of  the  child.  The 
facts  set  out  in  the  order  arc  consistent  with  two  sup- 
positions :  either  that  the  costs  are  incurred  from  the  time 
of  the  birth ;  or  only  for  six  months  previous  to  the 
order  (which  appears  from  the  affidavits  to  be  the  resl 

(a)  3  T.  R.  776.        {b)  6  A.  &  E.  109.      (c)  1  Q.  B.  R.  66. 
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of  the  case),  and  every  intendment  will  be  made  in         1844. 
•  of  that  supposition  which  will  support  the  order :     ^he  Queen 
V.  PicUm  (a\  Rex  v.  Stockton  (b).    And  even  if  the  ^    ,^- . 

.  ^  ^         ,  The  Justices  of 

r  IS  bad  as  respects  the  costs  of  maintenance,  that        Ripon. 

ct  would  not  vitiate  the  whole,'*a8  the  order  is  divi- 

) :  Reffina  v.  TTie  Justices  of  Wilts  (c). 

.  The  complaint  is  made  by  the  churchwardens  and 

rseers,  and  it  is  said  there  are  no  churchwardens  in  the 

nahip;  but  the  Court  has  decided,  in  Regina  v.  Good- 

[i^i  that  the  order  is  not  vitiated  by  the  addition  of 

nthorized  persons  to  those  having  authority:   pro- 

3d  the  right  persons  apply,  the  order  is  properly 

Ic:  Regina  v.  Rotherham  (e). 

IfarftVi,  contril. — The  party  against  whom  the  order 
lade  may  say  he  is  not  satisfied  with  the  tribunal  of 
petty  sessions,  and  he  may  wish  his  case  to  be  heard 
the  quarter  sessions.  The  jurisdiction  of  inferior 
irts  may  be  stopped  by  delivering  the  writ  at  any 

2  before  judgment.  The  words  of  the  statute  are, 
udl  not  proceed  further  to  hear."  That  shews  that 
i  of  the  proceedings  may  have  gone  on ;  therefore 
party  may  stop  at  any  time.  It  is  not  because  that 
er  may  be  absurd,  that  the  party  is  to  be  deprived 
the  right  given  by  the  act,  which  was  probably 
ided  on  the  opinion  of  the  legislature  that  such  pro- 
lings  might  be  taken  at  petty  sessions,  as  would  in- 

3  the  party  to  take  his  case  before  a  more  competent 
iinaL  The  defendant  might  have  had  witnesses  in 
rt  to  meet  the  charge,  and  he  had  two  sureties  as  re- 
«i  by  the  act. 

.  As  to  the  costs  of  past  maintenance — [Lord  Den- 
,  C.  J. — We  are  with  you  on  that  point.] 

I  2  Eaat,  195.  Ilex  v.  Maulden,  8  B.  &  C.  78. 

5  B.  &  Ad.  546.  {d)  2  DowL,  N.  S.,  382. 

12  A.  &  E.  793  ;  and  see         (c)  2  Q.  B.  R.  557. 
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1844.  3.  The  defendant  is  adjudged  to  pay  to  the  chore 

_^    T""^      wardens  and  overseers  of  the  township  of  Kipon.     Tl 

V,  is  an  order   to  pay  to  non-existing  persons.      Tl 

mie  Juftioef  of    «        ■,  ^  <,  ,     • 

RipoN.  churchwardens  and  overseers  are  not  a  corporate  bod; 
and  payment  to  the  churchwardens  of  the  parish  < 
•  Ripon  would  be  useless.  [Lord  Denman,  C.  J.- 
The  difficulty  is,  that  if  he  paid  to  the  churchwardec 
of  the  parish,  the  overseers  of  the  township  might  cit 
on  him  to  pay  it  to  them  as  being  the  real  parlies  oonc 
plaining.]  These  are  hostile  orders,  and  therefore  shonJ 
be  drawn  up  correctly. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  do  not  think  that  there 
any  tiling  iti  this  argument.  The  expression  in  the  act  J 
^^  shall  not  proceed  further  to  hear ;"  that  means  that  tl 
general  proceedings  in  the  matter  shall  not  go  beyond 
certain  point,  but  does  not  mean  that  having  actOBll 
begun  the  hearing  they  shall  stop  in  it.  It  would  b 
highly  improper  to  allow  a  man  to  seek,  of  his  own  tm 
cord,  the  hearing  of  his  own  case  before  a  certain  tr 
bunal,  and  seek  it,  perhaps,  on  account  of  his  belief  • 
its  ignorance ;  and  then,  when  he  found  himself  mi« 
taken  in  this  respect,  when  he  found  that  the  judgmec 
was  likely  to  be  against  him,  to  allow  that  he  shoul 
then  withdraw  the  case  from  the  cognizance  of  that  tn: 
bunal,  and  carry  the  case  before  another.  The  act  wC 
not  permit  that  to  be  done.  As  to  the  9s,  4dl,  that  i 
clearly  wrong  on  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  words.  Ai 
order  to  pay  from  such  a  period  is  an  order  to  pay  the 
expenses  incurred  from  and  after  ih&t  time.  As  to  th< 
last  pointy  I  entertained  a  little  doubt,  but  I  am  gla( 
that  my  learned  Brothers  have  come  to  a  different  con 
elusion. 

Patteson,  J. — By  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  A( 
the  jurisdiction  in  this  matter  was  wholly  given  to  tl 
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"ter  sessions ;  that  was  found  inconvenient,  and  by         1844. 
her  act,  the  complaint  was  to  be  made  to  the  petty    t^""q"^ 
onfi ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  the  parties  complained  t'* 

^       .   ,        ./»    ,  ,  ,  ,  The  Justices  of 

:xst  might,  u  they  pleased^  go  to  the  quarter  ses-        Ripon. 

^      We  must  not  change  the  provisions  of  the  legis- 

•«  by  allowing  the  party  first  to  take  his  chance 

^e  tribunal,  and  then,  if  he  finds  the  decision  against 

*^lfi  to  remove  the  matter  to  another  tribunaL   This 

>t;  like  the  ordinary  cases  of  removal  of  causes  from 

rtor  Courts.     The  question  here  is,  what  is  meant  by 

met  of  Parliament ;  if  it  was  meant  to  give  an  ap- 
'^  from  the  petty  to  the  quarter  sessions,  why  was  not 
t  stated?  It  might  have  been  stated  in  plain  terms, 
^  not  being  so  stated,  I  think  it  must  be  taken  not  to 
^e  been  meant.  The  only  grammatical  construction 
the  words  is,  that,  under  certain  circumstances,  the 
Btices  in  petty  sessions  shall  not  proceed  to  hear.  That 
events  them  from  proceeding  to  hear  at  all,  but  does 
t  prevent  them  from  continuing  to  hear  when  they 
ve  once  begun  the  hearmg.     With  respect  to  the 

4dL,  that  is  perfectly  clear.  With  regard  to  the 
rd  point,  I  think  there  is  no  doubt.  I  do  not  quite 
ree  with  my  Lord  on  that  point.  If  there  are  church- 
xdens  of  the  township  they  are  persons  entitled,  for 
jy  are  overseers  by  law,  and  so  it  would  be  sufficient 
Bay  that  they  had  been  paid.  If  there  are  not  church- 
irdens  of  the  township,  then  they  are  not  persons  to 
lom  payment  must  be  made.  I  think  that  the  latter 
rt  of  the  order,  as  to  the  9^.  4d.,  must  be  set  aside. 

Williams,  J. — I  have  no  doubt  on  the  jurisdiction 
the  two  justices.  On  that  point  I  agree  with  the 
8t  of  the  Court,  and  think  the  point  entirely  free  from 
►ubt.  The  absence  of  language  expressly  giving  an 
»peal  is  strong  to  shew  that  no  appeal  was  meant  to 
i  given.     If  nothing  else  was  necessary  than  what  is 
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1844.        stated  here,  in  order  to  give  an  appeal,  why  ^ 
^"~"'^::    '       have  been  necessary  to  say  more  in  the  cases  of  i 

The  Queen  •'  /  ^^    . 

«.  of  a  pauper  or  appeal  against  a  poor  rate.     The  u 

RipoN.        of  tlic  ttct  of  Parliament  was,  that  the  party  shoi 

liis  choice  of  the  tribunals ;  if  he  did  not  like  to  t 

petty  sessions,  the  act  gave  him  the  liberty  o 

before  the  other.     But  that  liberty  must  be  e: 

before  the  hearing.     He  must  make  his  selectioi 

tribunals,  and  determine  to  which  of  them  the  o 

go,  before  the  case  is  heard.     When  he  does  ^ 

statute  requires,  the  petty  sessions  cannot  proc 

ther ;  and,  if  the  application  is  made  in  proper 

may  then  go  to  the  quarter  sessions.     I  may  ad( 

doubt  the  application  of  the  affidavits,  on  the  groi 

there  is  not  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  parties  I 

jurisdiction,  for  it  may  be,  if  they  are  not  stc 

time,  that  they  have  jurisdiction  over  the  whole 

matter.   The  affidavits  are  used  for  the  purpose  < 

ing  that  they  had  no  jurisdiction,  not  that  they 

exercise  it.    Then  is  the  order  vitiated  by  the  ui 

word  "churchwarden,"     If  there  is  here,  as 

townships,   a  churchwarden,   he  is  clearly  a  ] 

whom  the  payment  might  be  made  without  d 

its  being  again  demanded :  if  not,  there  is  no  s 

son  to  pay  it  to,  but  payment  to  the  oversee 

make  assurance  sure.     On  these  grounds  I  th 

the  order  is  sustainable,  and  that  so  far  the  ru 

to  be  discharged.     But  I  think  that  the  order 

the  95.  4^/.,  erroneous,  and  that  on  that  accouni 

be  brought  up.     The  rule  must  consequently  \ 

lute  that  the  order  may  be  brought  up,  so  thai 

judication  as  to  the  95.  4c?.  may  be  struck  out  o: 

Rule  absolu 


(a)  See  Reg'ma  v.  Clarke ^  post,  p.  310. 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Great  Western  Rah^way  june  uth. 

Company. 

vJN  return  to  a  certiorari,  issued  to  the  justices  of  Two  rates,  in 
Buckinghamshire,  to  remove  into  this  Court  four  orders  way  company 
of  the  quarter  sessions  of  that  county,  the  following  JhYreUef^fth^ 
facts  appeared  on  affidavits: —  po<>f»  ^^^ 

^  made  on  the 

Chi  the  22nd  of  November,  1842,  and  the  24th  of  22nd  of  No- 
February,  1843,  two  rates  w^re  made  for  the  relief  of  I^d  the  24th  of 
the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Bumham,  in  which  the  Great  2li^"J^T  ^^^^' 
Western  Railway  Company  were  rated.    Nearly  all  the  justices,  and 

.  -    -  ,  ^    .  ,  published.     It 

rate-payers  paid  these  rates  except  the  company  and  one  being  after- 
BritnelL     The  parish  officers  had  omitted  to  insert  and  ^"btthe"^^' 
sifirn  the  declaration  at  the  foot  of  the  rates  required  parish  officers 

^  ^  ^  that  they  had 

by  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  96,  s.  2  («),  before  the  rates  omitted  the  de- 

1^         3  1   ^1  1    •  •!/»-!       claration  re- 

were  allowed,  and  the  company  being  apprised  oi  the  quired  by  the 
mistake  refused  to  pay  cither  rate.  The  parish  officers,  ^  ^^  ^o^ Vh' 
therefore,  on  the  25th  of  March,  and  the  1st  of  April,  cancelled  the 

above  allow  • 

respectively,  got  the  allowance  of  these  rates  cancelled,  ance,  and  sup- 
and  afterwards  wrote  and  signed  the  declarations  at  the  L^jte  d«;bira- 
foot  thereof.     The  rates  were  then  allowed  by  two  jus-  *^°"»  *^^  ^® 

•^  "  rates  were 

tices,  and  were  duly  published  on  the  following  Sundays  afterwards,  on 
respectively.     The  Easter  sessions  commenced  on  the  March,  and  1st 

of  April,  again 
allowed  by  two 
justices,  and  published. 

There  was  no  appeal  against  them  at  the  Easter  sessions  (held  April  3rd),  but  at  the 
Midsummer  sessions  a  rate -payer  appealed,  whereupon  the  sessions  ordered  both  rates  to  be 
ttoaflhed,  and  two  new  ones  to  be  made  in  their  stead,  which,  on  the  14th  and  22nd  of 
July,  were  made  accordingly.  At  the  Michaelmas  sessions  the  company  appealed  against 
these  latter  rates,  but  the  sessions  ordered  them  to  be  confirmed.  All  the  orders  of  ses- 
nons  were  removed  into  this  Court  by  certiorari  (granted  on  the  application  of  the  com- 
pany, though  they  had  been  no  party  to  the  first  appeals). 

Heldf  that  the  first  order  was  void,  as  the  justices  at  the  Midsummer  sessions  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  appeal ;  the  right  of  appealing  being  confined  to  the  next 
practicable  sessions  after  the  rate  is  made ;  and  that  the  re-allowance  and  re-publication  of 
the  rates,  with  the  requisite  declaration,  did  not  give  those  sessions  jurisdiction. 

And  that  as  the  validity  of  the  July  rates  depended  on  that  of  the  Midsummer  orders, 
which  were  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  the  order  of  the  Midsummer  sessions,  confirming 
the  July  rates,  was  also  void. 

(a)  Sect.  2  provides,  "  That  every     shall,  in  addition  to  any  other  par- 
such  rate  made  after  the  said  period     ticular  which  the  fonn  of  making 
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3rd  of  April,  but  there  was  no  appeal  against  the 
at  those  sessions.  On  the  11th  of  May,  Britnell 
notice  of  appeal  against  both  rates ;  but  the  comp^ 
did  not  appeal.  The  appeals  came  on  to  be  heai^^ 
tlie  Midsummer  sessions,  27th  of  June,  when  both  i^ 
were  quashed,  and  the  Court  ordered  two  new  rate^ 
be  made  in  their  stead.  These  rates  were  according 
made  on  the  14th  and  22nd  of  Julj,  and  allowed  aJ 
published.  On  the  10th  of  August  the  company  g»' 
notice  of  appeal  against  these  rates,  and  at  the  Micha^ 
mas  sessions,  17th  of  October,  the  appeals  were  hea^ 
and  the  rates  confirmed. 

In  IVIichaelmas  vacation  the  company  obtained  ^ 
order  for  a  certiorari  to  bring  up  the  four  orders 
sessions,  viz.: — the  two  orders  dated  the  27th  Jua 
1843,  on  the  appeal  of  Britnell,  quashing  the  rates 
22nd  November,  1842,  and  24th  February,  1843,  as 
the  two  orders  of  the  17  th  October,  1843,  confirmix 
the  two  rates  of  the  14th  and  22nd  of  July  last.  Tl 
parish  officers  of  Bumham  opposed  the  order,  but  it  w 
made  absolute,  and  a  certiorari  was  granted  to  brir 
up  the  said  four  orders  and  all  things  touching  tl 
same. 

The  writ  of  certiorari  was  returned,  and  with  it,  n  ■ 
only  the  four  orders  of  sessions,  but  also  the  two  notio 
of  appeal  in  the  case  of  Britnell,  and  one  of  the  notio 
of  appeal  in  the  case  of  the  company.  Before  the  n 
turn,  the  company  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  quashing  tl 


out  such  rate  shall  require  to  be  set 
forth,  contain  an  account  of  every 
particular  set  forth  at  the  head  of 
the  respective  columns,  in  the 
form  given  in  the  schedule  to  this 
act  annexed,  so  far  as  the  same 
can  be  ascertained;  and  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers,  or 
other  officers,  whose  duty  it  may 
be  to  make  and  levy  the  said  rate, 


or  such  a  number  of  the  ni 
churchwardens  and  overseers,  • 
other  officers,  as  are  compete 
to  the  making  and  levying  t 
same,  shall,  before  the  rate  is  i 
lowed  by  the  justices,  rign  t 
declaration  given  at  the  foot 
the  said  form ;  and  othem 
the  said  rate  shall  be  of  no  fo 
or  validity." 
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four  orders,  which  was  set  down  for  argument  on  the 
22nd  of  April  (a). 

Kelly  and  Archbold,  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses- 
sions (b),  took  a  preliminary  objection  that  the  railway 
company  had  no  right  to  be  Iieard.  They  were  no  par- 
ties to  the  original  appeals,  which  woidd  have  been  their 
proper  remedy ;  that  at  all  events  their  interest  was  only 
indirect,  that  a  stranger  to  the  record  has  no  right  to 
bring  a  writ  of  error,  and  that  this  Court  must  be  guided 
in  their  discretion  as  to  granting  a  certiorari  by  the 
question,  whether  injustice  has  or  has  not  been  done 
below-  Rex  v.  Bass  (c).  They  also  objected  that  not 
only  the  orders  of  sessions,  but  the  notices  of  appeal,  had 
been  brought  up,  and  cited  Regina  v.  Abergele  (rf),  to 
shew  that  such  a  return  was  irregular. 

The  objections  of  the  other  side  resolve  themselves 
into  this : — That  these  rates  having  been  made  in  No- 
vember and  Februar}'^,  no  appeal  would  lie  against  them 
except  to  the  next  practicable  quarter  sessions,  and,  there- 
fore, the  appeal  at  JVIidsummcr  was  too  late ;   and  that 
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(a)  The  Learing  of  this  motion 
was,  however,  postponed,  by  ar- 
rangement between  the  parties, 
until  the  Court  should  have  de- 
cided on  a  rule  nisi,  obtained  pre- 
Tiously  to  that  day,  by  the  parish- 
officers  of  Bumham,  to  quash  so 
much  of  the  certiorari  as  related 
to  the  two  first-mentioned  orders 
of  sessions  of  the  27th  June  last, 
on  the  ground  that  a  certiorari, 
being  in  its  nature  similar  to  a 
writ  of  error,  can  only  be  used  by 
a  party  to  the  judicial  proceed- 
ings to  be  removed  or  brought  in 
question  ;  and,  therefore,  that  the 
company,  not  having  been  parties 
to  the  appeals  upon  which  the 

VOL.  I. 


orders  of  the  27th  June  were 
made,  had  no  right  to  have  those 
orders  brought  up.  This  rule  was 
heard  last  term^  and  discharged 
with  costs,  on  the  ground  that 
the  application  should  have  been 
made  earlier;  but  the  Court  said, 
that  no  harm  would  be  done,  for 
the  objections  to  the  certiorari 
might  be  heard  when  the  notice 
for  quashing  the  orders  of  ses- 
sions, in  the  matter  of  the  appeals, 
should  be  brought  forward. 

(6)  May  29th,  before  Lord 
Dcfiman,  C.  J.,  Pattetotty  WiU 
liamsy  and  Coleridgey  Js. 

(c)  5  T.  R.  251. 

^d)  8  A.  &  E.  394. 

y  N.  8.  c. 


The  Great 
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tliis  Is  not  a  mere  matter  of  practice^  but,  the  time  hav- 
ing gone  by,  there  could  be  no  jurisdiction  either  by 
consent  or  otherwise,  and  therefore  that  these  sessions 

Wbstebx      havino:  proceeded  without  jurisdiction,  their  order  was 
Railway  Co.  °  ^  j  ^ 

bad. 

1.  Had  the  sessions  jurisdiction  ?  This  question  de- 
pends upon  whether  the  time  for  appealing  is  to  be  cal- 
culated from  the  making  and  allowance  of  the  original, 
or  of  the  amended  rates :  if  from  the  former,  no  doubt 
the  appeals  were  out  of  time.  But  it  is  contended,  that 
these  rates  were  first  made  in  such  form  as  to  give  any 
parties  a  right  to  appeal,  in  March  and  ApriL  The 
justices  acting  ministerially  only  (a),  allowed  the  former 
rates ;  but  they  were  found  to  be  nullities,  as  there  was 
no  declaration  at  the  foot  as  required  by  the  statute. 
The  parish  officers,  therefore,  in  order  to  turn  them  into 
valid  instruments,  struck  out  the  former  allowance, 
added  the  declarations,  procured  a  new  allowance  by  the 
justices,  and  then  republished  the  rates.     They  then, 

,  and  not  till  then,  became  complete  rates,  against  which 

any  parishioner  might  appeal  The  Umitation,  therefore, 
does  not  run  from  the  date  of  the  rates,  but  from  the 
time  when  they  became  valid  and  effectual. 

2.  But  even  supposing  they  were  not  in  time,  the 
lapse  of  time  without  appeal  docs  not  deprive  the  ses- 
sions of  jurisdiction,  but  is  a  mere  non-conformity  with 
a  statute,  which,  being  for  the  benefit  of  the  res[)ondents, 
may  be  waived  with  their  consent,  like  the  provisions  of 
the  Statute  of  Limitations.  The  right  of  appealing, 
vested  by  the  43  Eliz.,  was  originally  to  any  sessions ; 
the  17  Geo.  2,  c.  38,  s.  4,  Umits  it  to  the  next  prac- 
ticable sessions ;  but  that  is  not  imperative.  The  statute 
intended  that  the  appeal  should  be  then,  but  that 


(a)  Regina  v.  The  Earl  of  Yarborough,  12  Ad.  &  E.  416.    Regima 
▼.  Lord  Godolphiiif  ante,  p.  1. 
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Bonable  time  should  be  given  to  the  respondents  to  pre-         1B44. 
pare  their  defence.     It  did  not  mean  to  deprive  the     j,,^  Qikkn 
sessions  of  jurisdiction.    [Colerid(jfe,  J. — The  appeal  is  a  •'• 

AHB  \JaEAT 

mere  creature  of  the  statute ;  there  were  formerly  doubts  Westikn 
as  to  whether  the  appeal  should  be  to  the  next  or  next 
practicable  sessions ;  but  the  whole  power  is  founded 
on  the  statute,  and  that  limits  the  power  of  appeal  and 
jurisdiction  of  the  magistrates.]  Where  this  Court 
issues  a  mandamus  to  the  sessions  to  hear  an  appeal 
which  has  been  instituted,  and  they  have  refused  to 
hear,  they  are  compelled  to  entertain  it,  though  the 
next  sessions  may  have  gone  by.  [Lord  DenmaUy  C.  J. 
— We  interfere  when  they  improperly  decline  a  juris- 
diction which  they  ought  to  have  exercised ;  and  they 
cannot  defeat  justice  then,  by  saying  the  time  has  gone 
by.  We  tell  them  to  enter  continuances  and  hear,]  The 
question  of  time  is  more  of  limitation  than  jurisdiction. 
These  are  good  rates  on  the  face  of  them ;  the  allow- 
ance in  March  and  April  was  correct;  and  therefore 
the  appeal  to  the  Midsummer  sessions  was  in  time,  and  . 
there  is  no  ground  for  the  certiorari. 

AT.  D.  Hill  and  Corricy  contra. — I.  As  to  the  interest 
of  the  company,  so  as  to  entitle  them  to  this  certiorari. 
This  is  not  a  question  whether  this  Court  has  jurisdic- 
tion, which  it  has,  as  being  the  superintending  tribunal 
over  all  others.  It  is  not  the  practice  for  the  Court  to 
grant  a  certiorari,  unless  it  is  satisfied  the  party  has 
some  rights  so  that  it  is  not  impertinent  to  raise  the 
question ;  but  that  was  disposed  of  when  the  writ  was 
granted,  and  the  other  side  had  abundant  opportunity  of 
being  heard.  In  Regina  v.  Abergele  (a),  there  was  no  pre- 
tence of  jurisdiction  having  been  exceeded ;  it  was  a 
mere  attempt  to  obtain  a  new  trial  of  an  appeal.    There, 

(a)  8  A.  &  E.  394. 
y2 
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1844.         toO;  the  return,  not  the  writ,  was  quashed ;  and  this  is 
Th*  Quebn     ^^®  return  of  the  justices,  not  of  the  company.     In  Rex 
^  V.  Bass  (a),  Ashursty  J.,  says,  "  If  it  had  appeared  that 

Western  the  justices  had  exceeded  their  jurisdiction,  the  Court 
would  have  granted  a  certiorari."  But  even  if  the  ses- 
sions, justly  exercising  their  jurisdiction,  could  have 
given  a  perfect  remedy  in  this  case,  that  is  not  an  abso- 
lute bar  to  granting  the  certiorari.  Rex  v.  Standard 
HUl[b). 

2.  Then,  is  this  a  question  of  jurisdiction,  or  of  prac- 
tice ?  Clearly  of  jurisdiction.  In  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of 
Worcestershire  (c).  Lord  Ellenbonmghy  C.  J.,  says,  "  The 
plain  meaning  of  the  17  Geo.  2,  in  enacting  that  it  shall 
be  lawful  to  appeal  to  the  next  sessions,  where,  by  a  pre- 
existing act,  the  appeal  was  without  limitation  of  time, 
is  to  negative  the  power  of  appealing  to  any  but  the 
next ;"  and  he  cites  Rex  v.  Coade  {d),  [^Patteson,  J.,  re- 
ferred to  Rex  V.  Atkins  (e)].  But  assuming,  as  to  the 
second  rates,  that  the  sessions  had  jurisdiction,  if  they 
have  confirmed  a  rate  which  was  void,  this  Court  wiU 
quash  their  order ;  Rex  v.  Wavell  (f) ;  ancj  "  whensoever 
an  order  is  reversed,  all  things  happening  subsequent 
thereunto  shall  be  avoided:"  Much  Waltham  v.  Peram{g). 
The  orders  in  question  here  are  bad,  because  they  do 
not  shew  jurisdiction  on  the  face  of  tliem.  Muskett  v. 
DrummondQi),  Christie  v.  Untain  (i).  Green  v.  JElgie  (A). 
[  Cokridgey  J. — How  does  want  of  jurisdiction  appear 
on  the  Michaelmas  orders?  The  6th  section  of  the  17 
Geo.  2,  c  38,  seems  to  support  the  order  made  in  June 
for  a  fresh  rate.]     The  jVIichaelmas  rates  are  bad,  being 


(a)  5  T.  R.  251.  {g)  2  Salk.  474. 

(h)  4  M.  &  S.  378,  {h)  10  B.  &  C.  153.  , 

(c)  5  M.  &  S.  457.  (0  11  A.  &  E.  373. 

\d)  1  Bott,  276.  (k)  Decided  in  Trinity  Vaca- 

{e)  4  T.  R.  12.  don,  1843,  not  yet  reported. 

(/)  1  Dougl.  115. 
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founded  on  the  orders  in  June^  which  were  void^  as  the         i844. 
time  for  appealinc:  had  gone  by.     That  6th  section  does  "^ 

Thb  Qubbn 
not  apply  to  an  order  made  by  a  Court  not  having  com-  v. 

petent  jurisdiction,  it  only  applies  to  appeals  brought  in  WBaTBRiT 
time.  [Coleridffey  J. — The  statute  provides  that  pay-  Bah-wat  Co. 
ments  made  under  a  quashed  rate  shall  be  applied  to 
the  first  effective  rate.]  The  rate,  therefore,  cannot  be 
treated  altogether  as  a  nullity,  if  the  payments  under  it 
are  valid.  This  is  an  attempt  to  make  a  retrospective 
rate,  and  the  rates  re-made  in  March  were  by  a  different 
set  of  parish  officers.  [Patteson,  J. — The  orders  are 
bad,  if  the  consent  does  not  cure  the  defect].  The  facts 
shew,  that,  even  if  consent  could  cure  the  defect,  there 
could  be  no  consent  here,  as  the  company  were  no  par- 
ties to  the  appeal  But  consent  cannot  give  jurisdic- 
tion, which  must  be  shewn  to  exist.  Rex  v.  The  Jus- 
tices of  Oxfordshire  (a),  Bex  v,  Atkins  (5),  Reffina  v. 

Martin  {c). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — This  was  an  application  to  quash  certain 
orders  of  sessions  removed  into  this  Court  by  certiorari. 
The  case  contained  some  matters  of  difficulty,  according 
even  to  the  statements  made  on  the  affidavits ;  and  we 
were  not  witliout  apprehension,  that,  by  the  decision 
now  about  to  be  pronounced,  we  might  be  thought  to 
give  some  countenance  to  the  supposition,  that  this 
Court  would  enter  into  the  consideration  of  matters 
which  were  peculiarly  matters  for  final  decision  at 
the  sessions,  and  the  hearing  and  adjudication  of  which 
tliis  Court  has  already  disclaimed,  and  distinctly  de- 
clared its  intention  not  to  enter  uix)n.  The  effect  of 
such  a  course  as  this  case  might  seem  to  imply  that 

(a)  1  M.  &  S.  446.         {b)  4  T.  R.  12.         (c)  2  Q.  B.  R.  1037,  n. 
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1844.         this  Court  would  adopt,  would  be,  that  the  Court  would 

be  called  upon  to  try  over  again  the  merita  of  cases 

V.  which  ought  to  be  finally  disposed  of  at  sessions.     Of 

Wbstbkic      the  inconvenience  of  such  a  course  we  have  spoken  fre- 

lUiLWAY  Co.    qiiently  during  the  present  term,  and  have  declared  our 

intention,  and  by  that  declaration  it  is  our  deliberate 
purpose  to  abide. 

In  deciding  this  case  we  do  not  in  the  slightest  de- 
gree depart  from  that  declaration,  for  here  our  opinion 
is  founded  on  the  orders  themselves.  The  affidavits 
were  in  no  degree  relied  on,  except  so  far  as  they  re- 
lated to  a  matter  which  was  not  in  contest  between  the 
parties,  namely,  the  dates  of  the  various  transactions. 
There  were  four  orders  in  this  case ;  the  two  former, 
made  at  the  Midsummer  sessions  in  June,  1843,  quash- 
ing two  rates  made  respectively  on  the  22nd  of  Novem- 
ber, 1842,  and  the  24  th  of  February,  1843;  and  the 
two  latter  orders,  made  at  the  Michaelmas  sessions  in 
October,  1843,  confirming  two  other  rates  made  re- 
spectively on  the  14th  and  22nd  of  the  previous  July. 
By  this  statement  it  appears  that  two  whole  quarter 
sessions  had  intervened  between  the  making  and  con- 
firmation of  one,  and  one  whole  quarter  sessions  had 
passed  by  between  the  making  and  confirmation  of  the 
other.  It  was,  therefore,  clear  that  the  rule  of  applying 
to  the  next  quarter  sessions  had  not  been  complied 
with,  and  the  Midsummer  sessions,  therefore,  had  no 
jurisdiction  without  some  explanation  of  the  delay.  No 
such  explanation  had  been  given — nothing  had  been 
done  to  remove  the  objection  arising  from  it  by  enter- 
ing continuances  or  otherwise;  yet,  nevertheless,  the 
sessions  entertained  the  appeal.  Thus  the  case  stood 
on  the  face  of  the  orders  themselves.  The  question 
is  next  to  be  considered  as  arising  out  of  the  case 
as  stated  in  the  aflfidavits  which  bear  on  the  point  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  sessions.     Both  the  original  rates 
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wanted  the  requisite  declaration  of  the  parish  officers,         1844. 
and  were  on  that  account  void.     It  was  suggested,  for     _ 
the  purpose  of  shewinff  that  the  Midsummer  sessions  had  ». 

Thk  Great 

jurisdiction  in  this  matter,  that  fresh  rates  had  been  re-  Western 
spectively  allowed  on  the  26  th  of  March  and  the  1st  of 
April,  1843,  and  that  therefore  the  hearing  of  the  Mid- 
summer sessions  was  in  time.  But  that  was  not  so  in 
fact.  The  original  rates  were  produced  for  our  inspec- 
tion, and  it  was  quite  clear  the  old  rates  remained,  for 
we  found  on  the  face  of  them  the  proof  that  nothing 
further  had  been  done  but  to  add  the  declaration  of  the 
parish  officers,  which  had  been  wanting  in  the  first  in- 
stance. In  either  view  of  the  matter,  therefore,  the 
former  orders  could  not  be  sustained.  The  validity  of  the 
latter  orders  must  depend  on  the  validity  of  the  latter 
rates  made  by  virtue  of  the  orders  of  the  Midsummer 
sessions,  and  as  these  rates  were  altogether  void,  being 
made  under  orders  of  sessions  which  were  void  for  want 
of  jurisdiction,  the  orders  confirming  them  must  be  also 
void.  On  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion  that  all  the  four 
orders  must  be  quashed. 


END   OF   TRINITY   TERM. 
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(ffourt  of  dhnttn'^  IStntfi. 
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June  26M.  TiiE  QuEEN  v.  Tlie  Rev.  J.  Clarke  and 

W.  P.  Thomas,  Clerks- 

The  guardians  IN  tliis  casc,  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained,  (April  IGdv^"^^ 

notice  to  H.B.  1844),  calling   on   the  Rev.  J.  Clarke   and  the  Rev.        ' 

tfo^to  a^Sat  ^'  ^''  Thomas,  clerks,  two  justices  of  the  peace  for  the 

the  petty  sea-  countv  of  Somerset,  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  cer- 

■lons  for  an  ,         , 

order  in  baa-  tiorari  should  not  issuc  to  rcmovc  into  this  Court  a  cer- 

made  upon  him,  ^"  ordcr  or  judgment  and  other  proceedings  made  and 

T^^r^ss^  taken  by  and  Ixjfore   them  at   a  petty  sessions,  held 

■•  3-  January  4th,  1844,  at  Wellington,  in  and  for  &c.,  on  the 

attended  at  the  application  of  the  guardians  of  the  Wellington  Union, 

Dewm^nh'  in  &c.,  for  an  order  on  Hugh  Baker  Bellett,  as  the 

when  H.  B.  putative  father  of  a  bastard  child  bom  of  Sarah  Twose, 

having  admit-      *^ 

ted  the  service  single  woman,  to  reimburse  the  said  union  for  the  main- 
applied  to  the  tenance  and  support  of  the  said  child.  The  following 
justices  to  post-  fj^y^g  appeared  on  affidavit:— 

pone  the  case  ^  '■ 

to  the  next 

petty  sessions,  A  iioticc  was  serv^cd  upon  Bellett  of  an  application 
cordingly  done.  ^  be  made  by  the  guardians  at  the  next  petty  ses- 
pettyLssl^ns  ^ions,  and  he  was  ordered  to  appear  there;  but,  as 
January  4th,      hig  attorney  was  absent,  it  was  agreed  between  him 

H.B.  attended,  -^  n       i  t  i  i  it 

with  two  sure-    and  the  attorney  for  the  guardians  that  the  case  should 

ties,  and  before 

the  casc  was 

entered  upon,  applied  to  the  justices  to  take  his  recognizance,  and  transmit  the  case  to 

the  quarter  sessions.  This  the  justices  refused  to  do,  and  proceeded  to  hear  the  case.    H.  B. 

remained  in  the  room,  cross-examined  the  witnesses,  and  addressed  the  Court  in  his  own 

behalf :  the  justices  then  made  the  order  upon  him  : — 

Held,  that,  whatever  right  H.  B.  had  at  the  time  when  he  tendered  his  recognizance,  he 
waived  that  right  by  the  subsequent  part  which  he  took  in  the  proceedings,  iwt^fffld  of 
leaving  the  Court  when  the  application  was  refused. 


V. 
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postponed.      Both  parties   attended  at  the   petty         1844. 
sions,   December  7th,  when   Bellett   admitted   the    the  Qubsn 
"^ce  of  the  notice  upon  him;  and  an  application  for 
t    postponement  of  the  case  was  then  made  to,  and 

ted  by  the  justices;  and  the  hearing  of  the  case 
fixed  for  the  next  petty  sessions,  4th  of  January, 
In  the  mean  time,  Bellett,  finding  that  his 
omey  would  not  be  able  to  attend  at  the  petty  ses- 
wjkR  on  the  day  fixed,  provided  himself  with  two  sure- 
st with  whom  he  attended  the  petty  sessions,  and, 
fore  the  justices  entered  upon  his  case,  desired  that  it 
ould  be  transmitted  to  the  quarter  sessions,  stating 
at  he  was  ready  to  enter  into  a  recognizance,  and  pay 
e  costs  incurred  by  the  guardians  up  to  that  time;  he 
lo  tendered  his  two  sureties.  The  justices,  however, 
dded  that  the  case  must  be  heard,  on  the  ground  that 
e  service  of  notice  of  the  application  by  the  guardians 
•"VTng  been  admitted  by  Bellett  on  the  7th  of  Decem- 
'T'^  when  the  adjournment  took  place,  they  considered 
^  case  had  then  been  partially  entered  upon.  Evidence 
oordingly  was  given  in  support  of  the  appHcation 
^  the  guardians,  and  Bellett  cross-examined  the  wit- 
^sses,  and  addressed  the  Court  in  his  own  defence, 
'he  justices,  having  heard  the  case,  made  the  order 
Pon  him  for  the  maintenance  and  support  of  the  child 
'lulat  chargeable. 

Godson  and  Pashley  now  shewed  cause. — It  appears 
^y  the  aflidavits,  that  nothing  has  been  done  by  the  jus- 
'ces  which  they  had  not  jurisdiction  to  do.  The  2  &  3 
^-  c.  85,  8.  3,  enacts,  "  That  if  the  person  whom  the 
^^xiians  or  overseers  shall  charge  with  being  the  puta- 
^^  father  of  a  bastard  child  shall  declare  to  the  justices 
^  ^I>ecial  or  petty  session,  that  he  is  desirous  that  the 
^*^  shall  be  heard  and  determined  at  the  quarter 
^^ons  of  the   peace   then  next,  and  shall  then  and 
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r. 
Clarke. 


1844.         there  enter  into  a  recognizance  with  two  sufficient 
The  Quesn     ^'^8,  conditioned  personally  to  appear  at  the  quarter 

sions  of  the  pence/'  &c. ;  "  then  the  justices  in  special 
or  petty  session  shall  not  proceed  further  to  hear  the 
charge."  By  this  section,  the  actual  entering  into  reo(>g^ 
nizances  is  made  necessary  to  oust  the  special  or  fettj 
sessions  of  their  jurisdiction ;  and  the  expression  of  * 
wish  or  readiness  to  do  so  is  not  sufficient  for  that  pim  '^' 
pose.  [Fatteson,  J. — Thoi^  if  the  justices  are  necessairj 
parties  to  enable  the  putative  father  to  enter  into 
cognizances,  they  might  keep  their  jurisdiction  alire 
refusing  to  allow  him  to  do  so.]  That  would  not 
contended ;  but  even  if  the  party  in  this  case  ought 
have  been  allowed  to  enter  into  recognizances  inthefir"^ 
instance,  he  clearly  waived  his*  right  to  do  so  by  taldrr»g 
part  in  the  subsequent  proceedings  in  the  case.  It  cana  ^^^ 
be  pretended  that  the  petty  sessions  had  not  jurisdicti^^^"^ 
originally,  they  had  clearly  an  initiatory  jurisdiction^  a:^^^ 
the  conduct  of  the  other  party  did  not  divest  them  of  "* 
Brunskill  v.  Gihs  [a\  Farwig  v.  Cockerton  (i),  Cooz^  ^' 
Neumegen  (c),  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Cheshire  (d). 


Carrowy  contra. — The  party  complained  against  '^^  ^ 
in  the  same  situation  on  his  second  appearance  beft^^^ 
the  justices,  as  he  was  on  the  first  immediately  after  ^  ^^ 
proof  of  the  notice,  when  he  had  clearly  a  right  to  b^^*^^ 
the  case  removed.     Before  that  time,  he  had  no  IcK^"*^ 
standi  to  entitle  him  to  make  application  to  be  heard    ^ 
the  quarter  sessions,  as  until  then  the  guardians  co^^-*" 
not  be  considered  as  having  applied  under  4  &  5  ^^^^ 
4,  c.  76,  s.  72.     In   Eegina  v.  Lord  Hastings  {e)y    tt^^ 
Court  decided,  that,  as  the  hearing  of  tlie"case  by  the  j  ^*  * 
tices  was  prevented  by  the  preliminary  objection  a^ 

(a)  9  Bing.  13.  (</)  8  A.  &  E.  39S. 

(6)  3  M.  &  \V.  169.  (r)  Ante,  p.  252. 

(f)  9  M.  &  W.  290. 
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ce,  the  justices  had  no  power  to  give  costs  under         1844. 
*  73.     That  case  shews  that  the  proof  or  admission    th,j  Quben 
he  notice  is  no  part  of  the  hearing  of  the  case.  If  any 
i  of  the  hearing  had  taken  place,  it  would  not  be  con- 
led,  since  the  decision  of  Regina  v.  TTie  Justices  of 
on  (a),  that  the  application  for  removing  the  case 

in  time. 

L8  to  the  conduct  of  the  party,  when  he  found  the 
ices  determined  to  continue  the  case,  he  might  well 
bis  own  protection  do  all  he  could,  by  cross-examin- 
the  witnesses  and  addressing  the  Court,  to  prevent 
order  being  made ;  but,  at  all  events,  if  the  jurisdic- 

of  the  justices  was  taken  away  by  the  tender  of  the 
>gnizance,  no  subsequent  consent  of  the  party  com- 
aed  of  could  restore  it.  Lawrence  v.  Wilcock  (^),  Lis- 
e  V.  Beadle  (c). 

•ord  Den>ian,  C.  J. — Tins  person  cannot  now  say 
the  petty  sessions  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  this 
T.  He  first  requests  an  adjournment,  which  is 
I  ted,  he  then  comes  again  and  tenders  his  recogni- 
ses, and,  when  they  are  refused,  he  takes  the  chance  of 
cision  in  his  favour.  The  magistrates  may,  perhaps, 
5  been  wrong  in  refusing  his  recognizances,  but  he 
lid  then  have  gone  away ;  and  not  having  done  so, 
having  examined  the  witnesses  and  addressed  the 
jt,  I  think  he  must  be  taken  to  have  waived  his  right. 

'atteson,  J. — I  think  this  was  a  clear  waiver.  He 
dd  have  gone  away  when  his  recognizances  were 
sed. 

'oLERiHGE,  J.  [d). — I  think  this  was  clearly  a  waiver. 

)  Ante,  p.  292.  {d)   Williams^  J.,  had  left  the 

)  11  A.&E.941.  Court. 

)  1  DowL,  N.  S.,  566. 
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1844.         In  Lawrence  t.  Wilcoch  (a)  and  Lismore  y.  Beadk 
Tbb  Queen    there  was  no  jurisdiction  in  the  Court,  which  dii 
Clarke       guishes  those  cases  from  the  present,  where  the  yos 
had  undoubtedly  jurisdiction  in  the  first  instance. 

(a)  11  A  &.  E.  941.  (6)  1  Dowl.,  N.  S.,  566 


June  26th.  The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Cornwall. 

A  mistake  as  to  XN  this  case  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained  callinj 

made  in  the  the  justices  of  Comwall  to  shew  cause  why  a  manda 

der  of^rcnaovai  should  not  issue.  Commanding  them  to  enter  cont 

served  on  the  anccs  and  hear  an  appeal  of  the  churcliwardens 

appellants,  who  •          /»  /^ 

entered  an  ap-  ovcrscers  of  the  parish  of  Germor  against  an  orde 

iTcorrect'copy  two  justices  for  the  removal  of  James  Schollar,  his  ^ 

was  afterwards  ^^^  family,  from  the  parish  of  Breage  to  the  said  pa 

served,  and  a  . 

return  of  the  of  Gcrmor,  both  in  the  county  of  ComwalL     The 

ed  by  the  re-  lowing  facts  appeared  on  affidavit. 

^^U^te,'  *^^  On  the  18th  of  May,  1843,  the  respondents  had  sei 

however,  re-  ^{je  appellants  with  a  copy  of  an  order  of  removal  of 

rosed  to  return  ,      ^  ^                                    .         .                  /»      . 

it,  and  entered  said  James   Scliollar,  his  wife  and  family,  dated  1 

The  sessions  13th,  1840,  together  with  copies  of  the  cxaminat 

^®*^^J,  and  a  notice  of  chargeability,  which  was  not  sig; 

first  appeal.  Against  this  order  there  was  an  appeal  entered  at 

but  refused  -.-•.  i      ^                  .         iij        -n    i     •       -i^-o 

to  hear  the  Michaclmas  sessions  held  at  iiodmm,  1843. 

thTSund  that  ^^  J^"^'  ^^-^^^  t'^^  respondents  served  a  second  o 

it  was  in  fact  of  removal  on  the  appellants,  similar  in  all  respect 

the  same  as  the  *^ ,                                                   ^ 

one  already  the  former,  except  that  it  bore  date  1843,  and  the  n( 

Held,  that  the  ^^  chargeability  wliich  accompanied  it  was  duly  sig 

scMions  were  When  this  last  set  of  documents  was  served,  the 

not  justified  in  ' 

such  refusal,  spondents  requested  that  the  former  should  be  retur 

mus  was  grant-  but  the  appellants  refused.     Against  this  second  oi 

them  to™ntcr  ^'^^>  ^^^^Y  ^utered  an  appeal  at  the  same  sessions, 

continuances.  When  the  appeal  against  the  first  order  came  c 

and  hear  the  •    t     t 

second  appeal,  be  tned,  the  respondents  contended  that  the  first  si 
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^umentfi  contained  no  formal  order,  but  only  an  in-         1844. 
correct  copy  of  the  order  which  was  served  in  the  second    the  Queen 
set  of  documents;  and  that  such  copy  had  been  served,  xhc  Ju^sticei  of 
in  compliance  with  the  usual  practice,  for  the  purpose     Cornwall. 
only  of  giving  the  appellants  notice  of  what  had  been 
Qone  with  respect  to  the  paupers.   The  sessions  however 
quasled  the  order,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  suf- 
ficient notice  of  chargeability. 

Tie  appeal  against  the  second  order  was  then  called 
^>  when  the  appellants  insisted  that  that  order  was  in 
w^t  the  same  as  the  one  already  quashed ;  and  that,  as 
the  sessions  had  quashed  one,  they  were  bound  to  quash 
«s  other,  inasmuch  as  they  were  substantially  one  and 
the  same.  Upon  this  the  sessions  decided,  that  the  re- 
spondents were  not  entitled  to  be  heard  in  support  of 
"I©  second  order,  and  it  was  accordingly  quashed. 

Grodson  and  M,  Smith  shewed  cause,  and  contended, 
^•ti-a  the  sessions  having  come  to  a  decision  on  the  case, 
"^^  Court  would  not  constitute  itself  a  Court  of  appeal, 
*^^  order  a  rehearing ;  that  all  the  points  to  be  urged 
^'V>Te  this  Court  had  been  stated  at  the  sessions,  and 
^'^^^  both  the  appeals  had  received  the  judgment  of  a 
^■^».jetent  tribunal. 

^^mirkey  contrd,  argued  that  the  first  order,  which  was 

^^^-^ly  faulty,  was  only  a  rough  copy  of  another  docu- 

^^^t,  and  that  the  service  of  it  was  therefore  not  to  be 

^^sidered  as  the  service  of  an  order  of  removal  against 

^■^ch  an  appeal  could  be  entered ;  that  in  fact  there 

"*^  been  but  one  formal  set  of  documents,  which  was 

^^*^t  dated  1843,  and  that,  on  an  appeal  against  that 

o^er,  the  sessions  had  improperly  refused  to  give  the 

t^pondents  a  hearing. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  sessions  have  refused  to 
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hear  the  only  appeal  in  which  they  had  jurisdictic:::;^^ 
They  ought  to  have  known  they  could  have  nothing 
do  with  an  order  bearing  date  1840,  unless  continuan 
from  time  to  time  had  been  entered.     They  make  au 
entry  quashing  an  order  of  1840,  and  then  refuse  io 
entertain  one  of  1 843,  because  they  had  already  dedded 
one  of  1840. 


Patteson,  Williams,  and  Coleridge,  Js.,  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


June  26th. 

By  the  13 
Geo.  3,  c.  78, 
■.  64,  the 

Court  before 
whom  any  in- 
dictment is 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  MERioxETHsaiRE. 

X  HE  defendants  were  indicted  at  the  quarter  sessions 
held  at  Bala,  in  the  county  of  Merioneth,  January  7th, 
1843,  for  not  repairing  a  common  and  public  bridge  called 
"  Pont  Cleifion,"  situate  and  being  in  the  parish  of  Mal- 

tried  for  not  ,  ,  , 

repairing  high-   Iwyd,  in  tlic  said  county  being  a  common  highway  &c. 

ways,  is  em- 
powered to 
award  costs  to 
the  prosecutor, 
if  it  shall  ap- 
pear to  the 
Court  that  the 
defence  to  such 
indictment  was 
frivolous. 

By  the  43 
Geo.  3,  c.  59, 
8.1, ''the  penal- 


Plea — by  the  inhabitants  of  the  county,  except  the 
hundred  of  Mawddwv  hereinafter  mentioned, — "  That 
the  county  of  Merioneth  from  time  immemorial  has 
been  divided  into  divers,  to  wit,  six  hundreds,  called  &c., 
and  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  hundred  of  Mawddwy 
have  from  time  &c.  been  used  and  accustomed  to  repair 
and  amend,  and  have  &c.,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  re- 
ties,  forfei^urCT^  P*^^  ^"^  amend  the  several  bridges  situate,  lying,  and 

matters  and 

things  in  the 

former  act  contained  relating  to  highways  are  extended,  as  far  as  the  same  are  applicable, 

to  county  bridges,  as  if  the  same  were  therein  repeated  and  re-enacted." 

The  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  is  repealed  by  the  &  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50 ;  which,  by  sect.  98,  em- 
'  powers  the  Court  before  whom  any  indictment  shall  be  preferred  for  not  repairing  higfawayi 
to  award  costs  to  the  prosecutor,  where  the  defence  appears  to  be  frivolous.  Sect.  5  proTidies 
that  the  word  **  highways,**  shall  include  all  bridges  *'  not  being  county  bridgn" 

To  an  indictment  for  the  non-re[)air  of  a  county  bridge,  the  defendants  pleaded  diat  • 
particular  hundred  was  liable  to  repair  it.  The  jury  found  the  defendants  guilty,  and  the 
Judge  who  tried  the  case,  thinking  the  defence  frivolous,  gave  a  certificate  for  costs : — 

Heldf  that,  although  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  did  not  apply  to  county  bridges,  and  re- 
pealed the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  yet,  that  the  43  (leo.  3,  c.  59,  incorporated  the  latter  act,  and 
kept  alive  the  power  in  the  Judge  of  granting  the  certificate  for  costs. 
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being  in  the  said  hundred.  Independently  of  the  inhabit- 
tnta  of  the  other  hundreds  of  the  said  county ;  and  that 
the  said  bridge  b  situate  and  lies  within  the  said  hun- 
dred of  ilawddwy,  and  that  the  inliabltants  of  the  said 
county  ought  not  to  be  charged  with  the  repairing  and 
amending  of  the  said  bridge  or  any  part  thereof." 
Verification. 

The  indictment  was  removed  into  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  by  certiorari,  and  was  tried  before  Gwr- 
^y  B.,  at  the  Summer  Assizes  for  Montgomery,  1843, 
when  the  defendants  were  found  guilty. 

The  learned  Judge  being  of  opinion  that  the  defence 
was  frivolous,  on  the  10th  of  January,  1844,  made  a  cer- 
tificate, under  i>  ic  ^  Will.  4,  c.  50,  s.  98,  ordering  the 
defendants  to  pay  costs  to  the  prosecutor ;  and  on  the 
20th  of  January  a  side  bar  rule  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
"^lich  was  served  on  the  defendants,  whereby  it  was 
ordered  tliat  it  be  referred  to  the  coroner  and  attorney 
of  this  Court,  to  tax  the  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  defend- 
*Qt8  to  the  prosecutors,  or  their  attorney  (a). 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  to  set  aside  the  side 
"^  rule  and  certificate  for  costs, 


1844. 


The  Qubkk 

V, 

Inhabitans  of 
Mkrioneth- 

811  IRE. 


(«)Thel3  Geo.  3,  c.  78,s.  61 
^^^.  *'  That  it  shall  and  may  be 
•'fful  for  the  Court  before  whom 

1  indictment  or  presentment 

j^*  be  tried  for  not  repairing 

^"Ways,  to  award  costs  to  tlie 

'^•©cutor  to  be  paid  by  tlie  per- 

Or  persons  so  indicted  or  pre- 

,  ^d,  if  it  shall  appear  to  the 

^  Court,  that  the  defence  made 


to 


^^h  indictment   or  preacnt- 
,^t  was  frivolous,"  &c. 
rHe  43  Geo.  3,  c.59,  s.  1,  enacts, 


til 


*>Xat 


the  several  powers  and  au* 


>s 


ities  vested  by  the  13  Geo.  3, 


in  the  surveyors  of  highways 


'eU  for  getting  materials  as  for 


removing  all  nuisances  and  an- 
noyances from  bridges  and  roads, 
sh:ill  be  vested  in  the  surveyors 
of  county  bridges,  and  the  roads 
at  the  ends  thereof  ;  and  the  se- 
veral penalties,  forfeitures,  mat- 
ters, and  things,  in  the  said  act 
contained,  relating  to  highways, 
shall  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby 
extended  and  applied,  as  far  as 
the  same  are  applicable,  to  such 
brido:es  and  the  roads  at  the  ends 
thereof,  as  fully  and  effectually  as 
of  the  same  and  every  part  there- 
of were  herein  repeated  and  re- 
enacted.*' 

By  sect  2  power  is  given  to  the 
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1844.  IVehby  now  shewed  cause. — It  is  not  contended  that 

"^     ""     '       the  certificate  for  costs  ciin  be  supported  under  the  5  & 

Th»  Queen  .  , 

r.  6  WilL  4,  c.  60,  as  the  interpretation  clause  of  that  act, 

Merioneth^-  ^  ^>  excepts  county  bridges  from  being  included  in 
SHIRE.  it  highways."  But,  under  the  43  Geo.  3,  c  59,  it  may 
be  supported;  for  the  64th  section  of  the  13  Gka  3, 
c.  78,  which  empowered  the  Court  trying  indictments 
for  not  repairing  highways  to  award  costs  to  the  prose- 
cutor, is  incorporated  into  that  act^  Sect.  24,  had  pro- 
vided for  presentments  on  which  indictments  were  to  be 
preferred,  and  the  surveyors  were  the  persons  appointed 
to  carry  out  the  provisions.  Then  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  78, 
s.  2,  created  a  new  jurisdiction,  that  of  the  justices  at 
sessions,  and  incorporated  into  it  particular  provisions  in 
the  former  act  as  to  the  powers  of  surveyors,  and^  the 
"  penalties,  forfeitures,  matters,  and  things"  relating  to 
highways.  It  will  be  said  that  the  repetition  of  a  parti- 
cular enactment  shews  that  all  the  provisions  of  the  for- 
mer were  not  intended  to  be  uicorporated.  But  there  is 
nothing  in  the  title  or  purport  of  the  act  to  limit  the  pre- 
vious provisions  as  to  bridges  and  roads  at  the  end  there- 
of. Therefore,  under  the  43  Geo.  3,  c  59,  this  certificate 
was  valid,  being  made  by  the  Judge  who  tried  the  case : 
Regina  v.  Pemhridge{cL),  He  also  cited  Regina  v.  Prti- 
ton  (b). 

Godson  and  Hodges,  contra. — Here  an  indictment  was 

quarter  sessions  to  widen  and  im-         Sect.  98  enacts,  *'  That  it  iball 

prove,  or  alter  the  situation  of  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  Court 

county  bridges,  &c,  before  whom  any  indictment  shall 

By  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  s.  be   preferred  for  not   repairing 

1,  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.    78  is  re-  highways,  to  award  costs  to  the 

pealed.  prosecutor  to  be  paid  by  the  pei^ 

Sect    5    (the    interpretation  son  so  indicted,  if  it  shall  appear 

clause)  provides,  ''That  in  the  to  the  said  Court,  that  the  defence 

construction  of  this  act,  the  word  made  to  such  indictment  was  fii- 

*  highways'  shall  be  understood  to  volous  or  vexatious." 
mean  all  roads, "&c.,  '^andbridges         (a)  3  G.  &  D.  5. 
(not  being  county  bridges)."  [b)  7  Dowl.  P,  C.  593. 
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preferred  against  the  county  for  the  non-repair  of  a         1844. 
highway.     The   defendants  pleaded^  that  a  particular    ^^^  Quben 
hundred  was  liable ;  and  on  the  jury  finding  that  tlie    ,  ,  ,  5* 

'  ^  "^     •;  °  Inhabitants  of 

highway  was  a  county  bridge,  the  certificate  was  granted    Merioneth- 
by  the  Judge  under  a  statute  which  is  repealed  by  that 
under  which  the  indictment  was  framed. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  under 
i^hich  this  certificate  was  granted,  repeals  theold  Highway 
^ct,  (13  Geo.  3,  c.  78);  the  provisions  of  the  latter,  there- 
fore, cannot  be  relied  on,  even  if  referred  to  in  another 
act  not  expressly  repealed.  The  object  of  the  le^slature 
in  passing  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  «59,  was  to  give  to  the  quarter 
sessions  a  jurisdiction  which  they  had  not  before,  namely, 
over  county  bridges ;  and  as,  by  the  interpretation  clause, 
county  bridges  are  expressly  excluded  from  the  scope  of 
the  new  Highway  Act,  {5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50),  the  ne- 
cesmty  for  not  repealing  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  59,  is  obvious. 
[  Cokridgcy  J.— The  5k%  Will  4,  c.  50,  only  repeals  the 
13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  so  far  as  it  is  applicable  to  highways.] 
The  whole  proceeding  was  under  the  5Si%  Will  4,  c.  50, 
and  the  prosecutors  cannot  avail  themselves  of  another 
act  which  relates  to  a  different  matter.  They  must  ob- 
tain costs  imder  the  former,  if  they  have  any  right  to 
obtain  them  at  all. 

The  preamble  of  43  Geo.  3,  c.  59,  points  to  the  im- 
proving ancient  county  bridges,  and  ss.  2,  3,  4  give 
powers  for  enlarging  such  bridges.  It  then  incorporates 
the  13  Greo.  3,  c.  78,  as  to  all  such  (that  is,  improved) 
bridges.  There  is  nodiing  to  shew  this  was  an  improved 
bridge  according  to  that  act. 

It  ifi  admitted  that  the  13  Gep.  3,  c  78,  has  been 
abolished,  unless  it  has  been  revived  by  the  43  Geo.  3, 
c.  59 ;  but,  even  if  it  has  been  so  revived,  it  can  only 
be  with  reference  to  the  purpose  of  the  latter  act,  which 
relates  to  penalties,  forfeitures,  and  the  widening  and 
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1844.  altering  county  bridges^  and  does  not  relate  to  the  repair 

The  Queen  ^^  highways.    In  reference  to  the  indictment  in  this  case, 

Inbabhants  f  *^®^^^^>  ^®  ^^  Creo.  3,  c  78,  must  be  conffldered  to  be 

Merioneth-  altogether  repealed. 


SHIBB. 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — There  is  great  difficulty  in  re- 
conciling the  provisions  of  these  statutes  and  appljrii^ 
the  repealing  clause  of  the  5  &  6  Will  4^  c.  50.     It  is 
evident  that  the  learned  Judge  has  acted  under  the  98th 
sect  of  that  act,  and  it  is  equally  evident  that  that  act 
has  repealed  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  and  does  not  itself  re- 
late to  county  bridges,  which  amounts  to  saying  that 
costs  shall  not  be  given  in  the  case  of  county  bridges. 
Then  there  is  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  59,  which,  by  s.  1,  refer- 
ring to  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  extends  the  several  penalties^ 
forfeitures,  matters,  and  things  in  the  said  act  contained 
relating  to  highways,  as  far  as  the  same  are  applicable, 
to  coimty  bridges,  and  the  roads  at  the  end  ibexeoft,  as 
fully  and  effectually  as  if  tlie  same  and  every  part  thereof 
were  therein  repeated  and  re-enacted.''   Supposing,  then, 
that  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  50,  does  not  apply  here,  does 
not  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  59,  which  incorporates  the  13  Geo.  3, 
c  78,  keep  alive  this  i)ower  in  the  Judge  of  granting 
certificates  as  to  costs?     I  think  that  must  be  so;  for, 
supposing  further,  that  tlie  earlier  statute  had  been  ac- 
tually incorporated  into  the  later,  instead  of  being  re- 
ferred to  only,  clearly  the  full  power  given  in  the  one 
to  award  costs  against  the  inhabitants  would  have  ap- 
peared in  the  other.     The  whole  question  then  comes 
to  this,  do  the  words  ''  penalties,  forfeitures,  matters, 
and  things,"  contained  in  the  13  Gea  3,  c  78,  include 
an  indictment  for  the  non-repair  of  a  highway  ?     I  do 
not  know  anything  more  to  the  purpose  of  that  act  than 
such  an  indictments     Upon  the  whole,  though  not  with- 
out some  doubt,  the  prei)onderancc  of  my  opinion  i^ 
that  the  43  Geo.  3,  e.  59,  is  still  unrepealed,  and  that  the 
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powers  of  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  are  by  it  extended  to         1844. 
county  bridges.  The  Qukbn 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 

Patteson,  J. — There  may  be  some  difficulty  in  this  ^■*^^^'''"' 
case,  but  I  think  it  turns  entirely  on  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  59. 
The  98th  sect  of  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c  50,  does  not  apply 
here,  for  that  act  extends  only  to  highways,  and  the 
interpretation  clause,  sect.  5,  says  it  shall  not  apply  to 
coimty  bridges.  But  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  ha^  a  clause, 
(s.  63),  which  creates  certain  powers  in  the  case  of 
highways,  and  all  its  penalties,  forfeitures,  matters,  and 
things  are  preserved  by  43  G«o.  3,  c.  59.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  whole  of  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  must  be 
considered  as  re-enacted  and  incorporated  in  43  G«o.  3, 
c  59.  If  that  had  been  done  expressly,  there  would 
have  been  an  end  of  the  question,  for  the  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c  50,  does  not  repeal  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  59.  I  think  it 
must  be  considered  as  incorporated  in  it,'  and  therefore 

not  repealed  by  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50. 

« 

Williams,  J. — It  is  impossible  to  express  an  opinion 
on  this  case  without  some  doubt.  It  seems  strange,  that, 
when  an  act  of  Parliament  has  been  solemnly  abolished 
from  the  statute-book,  it  should  still  have  virtue  and 
effect  in  another  act;  but  that  difficulty  is  answered 
by  the  way  in  which  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  is  incor^ 
porated  in  43  Geo.  3,  c  59.  I  presume,  to  save  the 
trouble  of  incorporating  it  in  terms,  it  was  done  by 
relation :  it  became  then  a  part  of  the  latter  act,  and 
it  is  not  contended  that  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  59,  is  not  an 
existing  act.  I  think,  therefore,  the  Judge  had  the 
|>ower  to  grant  this  certificate. 

Coleridge,  J. — Undoubtedly  this  is  a  case  of  diffi- 
culty as  a  question  of  construction;  but  the  more  it  is 
con^dercd,  the  more  clear  does  it  appear  to  mc,  tliat 

z  2 
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1B44.  our  decision  is  correct  It  is  conceded,  that  this 
The  QuBBir  ^catc  might  have  been  sustained,  if  it  had  been  grants 
Inhabitanu  of  ''^^^^  *^®  passing  of  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  50,  as  it  wou= 
Mbkionbth-  then  have  rested  on  the  two  former  acts  together.  T— 
5  &6  WilL  4,  c  50,  took  away  the  13  Gea  3,  c  7— 
and  the  question  is,  whether  the  43  Grea  3,  c  59,  nv^ 
addied  to  the  13  Geo.  3,  c  78,  or  that  certain  parts 
the  earlier  statute  were  incorporated  into  the  lat^ 
If  all  the  clauses  of  13  G«o.  3,  c.  78,  had  been  p-a 
into  43  Geo.  3,  c.  59,  there  would  have  been  no  di9 
cultj  in  this  case;  and  if  we  are  to  read  the  words  « 
incorporated  in  it,  the  provisions  of  the  former  remai 
untouched  and  secure.  I  think  we  are  justified  in  c 
construing  them.  They  do  not,  as  Mr.  Hodges  contend 
relate  to  a  particular  sort  of  bridges,  but  to  coon.'C 
bridges  generally.  The  43  Gea  3,  c.  59,  ex  conceal 
remains  imtouched  by  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c  50,  and,  ther-« 
fore,  this  certificate  is  good. 

Rule  discharged. 


END   OF    TRINITY   VACATION. 
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in  tije  iB;ifri)equer  dtf^axabn. 


{Error  from  the  Queen's  Bench). 

Jenney  and  Another  v.  Brook.  June  24ih. 

i  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  brought  by  Brook  At  a  special 
(the  defendant  in  error)  in  the  Queen's  Bench  against  highways,  an 
Jenney  and  Runnacles  for  breaking  his  close,  caUed  ?!?S"''*"^®' 

<*  o  '  reciting  a  com- 

Shortlands,  in  the  parish  of  Hasketon,  in  Suffolk,  and  pl«"»t  by  the 

,  ,  ,  surveyor,  un- 

fitting down,  &c.,  the  hedges,  and  felling,  cutting  down,  der  stat  5  &  6 

P'X>8trating,  damaging,  and  destroying  his  trees,  bushes,  ^]^^  \^^  owner 

atrubs,  and  tlioms.  had  refused  and 

,^  ^  neglected  to 

f^lea,  Not  guiltv,  by  statute  {5  8l  6  Will.  4,  c.  50  (a),  cut,  prune,  or 

g  lnQ\  "  plash  certain 

"•  *^y).  hedges,"where- 

by  the  sun  and 
wind  were  ex- 
^odcd  from  a  certain  carriage-way  or  cart-way  contrary  to  the  statute,"  &c. ;  that  the 
''^'^^•r  had  appeared,  and  the  ofTence  was  proved ;  and  the  justices  did  thereby  order  the 
^^''Qer  ••  to  cause  the  faid  hedges  to  be  cut,  pruned,  or  plashed,  and  the  said  obstruction 
,  ^plained  of,  to  the  injury  or  damage  of  the  said  highway,  removed  within  ten  days 

^^  the  service  hereof." 
jt  .*^e  order  was  served  on  the  owner,  who  cut  some  part  of  the  hedge,  but  the  surveyor, 
^^*ing  the  order  was  not  properly  obeyed,  summoned  him  before  two  justices,  who 

^*€d  a  penalty  on  hira,  and  after  ten  days  the  surveyor  himself  cut  the  hedge. 
1^  "«W,  1.  That  the  order  was  bad  in  part,  because  it  did  not  specify  in  what  manner,  or 
«.  ^bat  extent,  the  owner  was  to  cut  the  hedge ;  but  that  it  would  have  been  good  if  it  had 
Jurf-*^^  the  owner  to  cut  the  hedge  in  such  a  manner  that  the  highway  might  not  be  pre- 
^*ce<j  hy  the  shade  thereof,  and  the  sun  and  wind  not  excluded  from  it. 
v*«   That  the  order  was  good  in  part,  so   as   to  justify  the  surveyor  in  cutting  the 
^T^^^^s,  in  order  to  remove  any  actual  obstructions  to  the  highway  from  the  branches  of 
v^^horns  and  bushes ;  but  that,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  trees,  the  order  was  defective, 
I^^^ise  it  did  not  negative  that  they  were  planted  for  ornament,  or  shelter  to  a  hop- 
^^^^d,  &c.,  which  trees  are  excepted  in  the  65th  section  of  the  act ;  and  that,  therefore, 
^'^^  trial  should  be  awarded  to  inquire  whether  the  surveyor  did  more  than  he  was  enti- 
^^  to  do  by  the  valid  part  of  the  order. 

^*  The  order  stated,  that  A.  B.,  being  the  owner  of  a  certain  farm,  had  neglected  to 
^»  Ate.,  the  trees  and  hedges  on  his  said  farm,  and  which  were  on  the  side  of  the  cairiage- 
^>  kc'.—Held  a  sufficient  statement,  that  A.  B.  was  owner  of  the  land  next  adjoining 
^  carriage-way. 

(oj"  To  consoUdate  and  amend  Sect.  G5  enacts,  '*  that,  if  the 

*"*  Laws  relating  to  Highways  in  surveyor  shall  think  that  any  car- 

iMt  Part  of  Great  Britain  called  riagc-way  or  cart-way  is  preju- 

^Qglaod."  diced  by  the  shade  of  any  hedges, 

VOL.  L  A  A  N.  S.  C. 
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The  cnsc  was  originally  tried  before  Pattesaih  J->  at 
the  Suffolk  Summer  Assizes,  1840.  A  rule  for  a  new 
trial  was  afterwards  made  absolute  in  Michaelmas  Term, 
1841  (a);  and  the  case  was  tried  a  second  time  before 
Atcherlej/y  Serjt.,  at  the  Suffolk  Spring  Assizes^  1842, 
who  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  below,  upon 


or  by  any  trees  (except  those 
trees  planted  for  ornament  or  for 
shelter  to  any  hop-ground,  house, 
building,  or  court-yard  of  the 
owner  thereof)  growing  in  or 
near  such  hedges  or  other  fences, 
and  that  the  sun  and  wind  are 
exclnfled  from  such  highway,  to 
the  damage  thereof,  or  if  any  ob- 
struction is  caused  in  any  car- 
riage-way or  cart-way  by  any 
hedge  or  tree,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  any  one  justice  of  the  peace, 
on  the  application  of  the  said 
surveyor,  to  summon  the  owner 
of  the  land  on  which  such  hedges 
or  trees  arc  growing  next  adjoin- 
ing to  such  carriage-way  or  cart- 
way, to  appear  before  the  justices 
at  a  special  sessions  for  the  high- 
ways, to  shew  cause  why  the 
said  hedges  are  not  cut,  pruned, 
or  plashed,  or  such  trees  not 
pruned  or  lopped,  in  such  man- 
ner that  the  carriage-way  or  cart- 
way shall  not  be  prejudiced  by 
the  shade  thereof,  and  that  the 
sun  and  wind  may  not  be  excluded 
from  such  carriage-way  or  cart- 
way to  the  damage  thereof,  or 
why  the  obstruction  caused  in 
such  carriage-way  or  cart-way 
should  not  be  removed ;  and  the 
question  as  to  the  cutting,  prun- 
ing, or  plashing  such  hedges,  or 
the  pruning  and  lopping  such 
trees,  or  the  removal  of  such  ob- 


structions as  aforesaid,  shall,  upon 
proof  of  the  service  of  sach  sum- 
mons, and  whether  the  owner  at- 
tend or  not,  be  dctermiued  at  the 
discretion  of  such  last- mentioned 
justices;  and  ifsuch  justices  shall 
order  and  direct  that  such  hedges 
shall  be  cut,  pruned,  or  plashed, 
or  such  trees  pruned  or  lopped,  in 
manner  aforesaid,    or   such  ob- 
struction removed,  the  owner  shall 
comply  therewith  within  ten  days 
after  a  copy  of  such  order  shall 
hare  been  left  at  the  usual  place 
of  abode  of  the  said  owner,  or  of 
his  steward  or  agent,  and  in  de- 
fault thereof  shall  forfeit,  on  con- 
viction, a  sum  not  exceeding  40«.; 
and  the  said  surveyor,  if  the  order 
of  the  said  justices  is  not  com- 
plied with,  shall,  and  he  is  herebj 
authorized  and  required  to  cut^ 
prune,  or  plash  such  hedges,  and 
to  prune  and  lop  such  trees,  for 
the  benefit  and  improvement  of 
the  highway,  and  to  remove  such 
obstruction  as  aforesaid,  to  the 
best  of  his  skill  and  judgment,  and 
according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  this  act;"  the  SD^ 
veyor  to  recover  from  the  owner 
all  expenses,  with  a  power  of  dii- 
tress  on  proof  made  to  a  justice  at 
special  sessions. 

(a)  See  Brook  v.  Jemteji  lo^ 
Rtmnaclety  2  Q.  B.  R.  265. 
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"which  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  below  tendered  a         ]a44. 
bill  of  exceptions  to  the  summing  up  of  the  learned 
Judge.     Judgment  was  signed  for  the  plaintiff  below 
for  loL     The  bill  of  exceptions  so  far  as  is  material  to 
the  facts  and  evidence  in  this  case,  was  as  follows : — 

^^  And  the  plaintiff  then  and  there,  among  other  things, 
gave  in  evidence  to  the  jury  so  empannelled  and  sworn  as 
aforesaid,  that  the  plaintiff,  being  owner  of  a  certain  farm 
at  Hasketon,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  one  part  of  which 
was  a  field  called  Shortlands,  by  a  lease  bearing  date  the 
15th  day  of  September,  1836,  had  demised  the  sidd 
farm  to  one  Robert  Butcher  for  the  term  of  eight  years 
from  the  11th  October,  then  next  ensuing;  by  which 
said  indenture  it  was  witnessed  in  manner  following : 
(that  is  to  say),"  &c.  (a). 

And  the  said  plaintiff  also  then  and  there,  amongst 
other  things,  gave  in  evidence,  that  on  and  along  two 
sides  of  the  sidd  field  called  Shortlands,  and  adjoining 
thereto,  and  separating  the  same  from  a  certain  highway 
hereinafter  mentioned,  was  a  fence,  formed  by  a  bank 
and  white-thorn  hedge  growing  on  the  top  of  the  bank 
and  part  of  the  said  farm  so  mentioned  in  the  said  lease 
as  aforesaid ;  and  that  there  were  growing  on  the  same 
bank,  but  springing  from  a  lower  part  thereof,  sixteen 
thorn  trees  of  upwards  of  fifty  years'  growth,  which,  before 
the  conunitting  of  the  trespasses  complained  of,  had 
never  been  cut  down  or  buckheaded,  although  the  other 
thorns  and  bushes  in  the  said  fence  had  been  very  fre- 
quently cut  down  within  a  few  feet  of  the  ground ;  and 
that  those  thorn  trees  stood  in  the  short  part  round  the 

(a)  Besides  the  question  as  to  had  been  cut  were  not  excepted 

the  validity  of  the  order  of  jus-  in  the  indenture  of  lease  of  Short- 

ticei,  and  whether  it  could  be  re-  lands  by  the  plaintiff.     The  effect 

lied  upon  as  a  good  defence  to  of  the  lease,  however,  is  not  ne- 

the  action,  another  was  raised  on  cessary  for  the  purpose  of  these 

the  bill  of  exceptions,  as  to  whe-  reports, 
ther  the  trees  and  bushes  which 

A  A  2 
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1844.         corner;  and  also  tliatthe  defendants  cut  down  the  y^Jiole 
of  the  said  hedge,  and  the  bushes  and  thorns  there,    ^ 
particularly  the  said  thorn  trees  within  a  few  inch^!^  ^ 
the  bank ;  and  that,  before  the  said  defendants  so    ^^ 
the  same,  and  after  a  certain  order  hereinafter  mentio^^ 
had  been  made,  the  plaintiflF  had  caused  the  said  fe""^^ 


and  hedge  to  be  cut,  pruned,  and  plashed,  according 
the  judgment  of  a  witness  called  by  the  plaintiff, 
as  to  comply  with  the  said  order;  and  the  defendar^^^ 
(among  other  things)  gave  in  evidence,  that  tlie  stroig' 
or  longer  part  of  the  fence  had  been  buckheaded 
former  occasions,   and  that  the  cutting,  pruning, 
plashing  done  by  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  was  only 
the  longest  or  straight  part,  and  that  what  the  plainti 
witnesses  called  thorn  trees  were  not  thorn  trees,  b 
thorns ;  and  the  defendants  (among  other  things)  ga 
in  evidence  that,  they  the  defendants  being  surveyors   ^■^* 
the  highways  for  the  said  parish  of  Hasketon,  in  tfc"^^ 
county  of  Suffolk,  a  certain  public  carriage-way  in 
said  parish,  adjoining  the  said  farm,  was  prejudiced 
the  shade  of  tlie  said  white-thorn  hedge,  forming  tfc^*^ 
fence  aforesaid,  for  nearly  the  length  of  a  quarter  of        ^ 
mile,  between  the  said  farm  and  tlie  said  highway,  acr  "*" 
that  the  sun  and  wind  were  by  the  said  hedge  exclud^^^^ 
from  the  said  highway  to  the  damage  thereof,  and  tk-  -^^^ 
an  obstruction  was  caused  to  the  said  highway  by  t^  '^ 
said  hedge ;  but  it  was  stated  by  one  of  the  defendan*'^^ 
witnesses  that  the  cutting  down  of  one  of  the  tho^^^^ 
trees  before  mentioned  was  not  necessary.     Whereupc:^^ 
the  defendants,  deeming  the  said  highway  to  be  so  p 
judiced,  and  injured,  and  obstructed  by  the  said  hedge 
aforesaid,  applied  to  one  George  Thomas,  a  justice    ^^ 
the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county;  and  thereupc:^'^ 
the  said  justice,  on  the  application  of  the  said  surveyo*^"'^^ 
on  the  23rd  of  November,  1839,  issued  the  followii^^ 
summons  to  the  plaintiff: — 
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*•  Suffolk  to  wit — To  Abraham  Brook,  of  Woodbridge,         1844. 
^  the  county  of  SuflFoIk,  wine-merchant. — Whereas  com- 
plunt  and  information  hath  been  made  upon  oath,  before 
JQe>  George  Thomas,  Esq.,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices 
of  the  peace  for  the  said  county,  by  Edmund  Jenney,  of 
ff asketon,  in  the  said  county,  Esq.,  and  one  of  the  sur- 
veyors of  the  highways  of  the  same  [Jiarish,  that  you  the 
*^id  Abraham  Brook,  being  the  owner  of  a  certain  farm, 
hereditaments,  and  premises,  situate  in  the  said  parish  of 
Hasketon,  in  the  occupation  of  R.  Butcher,  farmer,  had 
refused  or  neglected  to  cut,  prune,  or  plash  tlie  hedges, 
^^O.    to  prune  or  lop  the  trees  hereinafter  mentioned 
^pon  your  said  farm  at  Hasketon  aforesaid ;  that  is  to 
'y  the  several  trees  on  the  right-hand  side  of  the  car- 
fe-way    or   cart-way  situate   in   tlie   said   parish  of 
^^sketon,  leading  from  Hasketon  aforesaid  to  Boulge, 
"^  t-he  said  county,  growing  or  standing  in  the  fence  of 
*    ^iertain  field  called  Lower  Jennings;  also  the  trees 
^''^wing  or  standing  in  a  belt  or  plantation  on  the  right- 
•^^lad  side  of  the  said  carriage-way  or   cart-way   ap- 
P^^'oaching  the  front  entrance  to  the  farm-house  belonging 
^     you  the  said  A.  Brook;    and  also   in  the  belt  or 
pia.ntation  on  the  same  side  of  the  said  carriage-way  or 
c^rt-*>)iray  beyond  the  said  entrance  and  the  gate  leading 
"^to  your  said  farm-yard ;   and  also  the  hedges  on  the 
®^**^e  side  of  the  said  carriage-way  or  cart- way,  and  the 
trees  growing  or  standing  in  a  fence  adjoining  a  certain 
"^Id   called  Shortlands;  and  likewise  the  hedge  on  the 
^^^'^'liand  side  of  the  said  carriage-way  or  cart-way,  and 
^^  trees  growing  or  standing  in  the  fence  of  a  certain 
other  field  called  Whinney  Field ;  whereby  the  sun  and 
^^ci  are  excluded  from  the  said  carriage-way  or  cart- 
^*y>  to  the  damage  thereof,  and  whereby  also  obstruc- 
^^B  are  caused  in  the  said  carriage-way  or  cart-way, 
^^trary  to  the  statute  in  the  5th  &  6th  years  of  the 
^^^811  of  his  Majesty  King  William  the  4th,  intituled, 
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to 


1844.         *  An  Act  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  Laws  relati  ^^ 

Highways  in  that  Part  of  Great  Britain  called  Englai^^--^^ 

which  hath  imposed  a  forfeiture  of  a  sum  not  exceett--^'^ 

forty  shillings  for  the  siud  offence.  These  are,  therefo*-^^^ 

to  require  you  personally  to  appear  before  the 

to  be  assembled  at  their  special  sessions  for  the  higL 

ways,  to  be  holden  at  the  Shire  Hall,  at 

in  the  said  county,  on  the  27  th  day  of  November,  i 

stant,  at  the  hour  of  eleven  in  the  forenoon,  to  anew*       er 

to  the  said  complaint  and  information  made  by  the 

Edmund  Jenney,  who  is  likewise  directed  to  be  then 

there  present  to  make  good  the  same.     Herein  fail  n 

Given  under  my  hand,  this  23rd  day  of  Novemb^^r 

1839. 

"  George  Thomaa." 

The  hedge  in  question  is  one  of  the  hedges  mention 
in  the  said  summons. 

The  plaintiff  appeared  at  the  said  special  sessioi 
whereupon  at  the  said  special  sessions  the  said  G^r. 
Thomas  and  Robert  Newton  Sliawe,  then  being  t 
justices  there  assembled,  made  the  following  order 
information  and  complaint  as  therein  mentioned : — 

"  Suffolk,  to  wit. — Whereas  on  the  23rd  day  of  N 
vember,  1839,  information  and  complaint  was  made 
oath  unto  me  George  Thomas,  Esq.,  one  of  her  Majes 
justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county  of  Suffolk, 
re-sworn  on  the  27  th  day  of  the  said  month  of  Novet- 
ber  before  me,  the  said  George  Thomas  and  Robc^ 
Newton  Sliawe,  Esq.,  one  other  of  her  Majesty^s  j 
tices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county,  by  Edmund  Jer 
ney,  of  Ilasketon,  in  the  said  county,  Esq.,  and  one    ^^ 
the  surveyors  of  the  highways  of  the  same  parish,  th^^ 
Abraliani  Brook,  of  Woodbridge,  in  the  said  countj^^ 
wine-merchant,  behig  the  owner  of  a  certain  farm,  her^^ 
ditamcnts,  and  premises,  situate  in  the  said  parish  d 
Haskcton,  in  the  occupation  of  Kobert  Butcher,  farmed 
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lefused  or  neglected  to  cut,  prune,  or  plash  the        1844. 
li^dcSges,  and  to  prune  or  lop  the  trees  hereinafler  men- 
tioned, upon  his  said  farm  at  Hasketon  aforesaid,  that 
is    "Cx)  say,  the  several  trees  on  the  right-hand  side  of  the 
csuniage-way  or  cart-way,  situate  in  the  said  parish  of 
^[suketon,  leading  from  Hasketon  aforesaid  to  Boulge, 
in.  the  said  county,  growing  or  standing  in  the  fence  of 
a   oertain  field  called  Lower  Jennings ;  also  the  trees 
growing  or  standing  in  a  belt  or  plantation  on  the  right- 
hand  side  of  the  said  carriage-way  or  cart-way,  approach- 
ing the  front  entrance  to  the  farm-house  belonging  to 
lim  the  said  A.  Brook;  and  also  in  the  belt  or  planta^ 
tfon  on  the  same  side  of  the  said  carriage-way  or  cart- 
^«iy,  beyond  the  siud  entrance,  and  the  gate  leading  into 
*^  said  farm-yard;  and  also  the  trees  and  hedges  on  the 
•*ttie  side  of  the  said  carriage-way  or  cart-way,  growing 
^^   standing  in  the  fence  adjoining  a  certain  field  called 
Shortlands,  and  likewise  the  trees  and  hedges  on  the 
teft-hand  side  of  the  said  carriage-way  or  cart-way^ 
8t>wing  or  standing  in  the  fence  of  a  certain  other  field 
*^*Ued  Whinney  Field,  whereby  the  sun  and  wind  were 
^^cluded  from  the  said  carriage-way  or  cart- way  to  the 
^^^'iUige  thereof,  and  whereby  also   obstructions  were 
*^Used  in  the  said  carriage-way  or  cart-way,  contrary 
^   the  statute  in  tliat  case  made  and  provided.     And 
^"ereas  the  said  A.  Brook,  having  api)eared  before  us, 
^^  Baid  justices,  at  a  special  sessions  for  the  highways, 
**^lcl  at  the  Shire  Hall  in  Woodbridge,  in  the  said  county, 
^^  "the  27th  day  of  November  instant,  in  pursuance  of  a 
^'^'^inons  duly  served  upon   him  to  answer  the   said 
^^'^^■Jng^  aiid  the  said  oflTence  having  been  fully  proved 
^^Te  us  on  the  oath  of  George  Runnaclcs,  also  one  of 
^     surveyors  of  the  said  highways,  we,  the  said  jus- 
^c^^  do  hereby  order  the  said  A.  Brook  to  cause  the 
•^'-^  hedges  to  be  cut,  pruned,  or  plashed,  and  the  said 
^^^«  to  be  pruned  or  lopped,  and  the  said  obstruction 
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1844.         complained  of  to  the  injury  or  damage  of  the  said  hi| 
way  removed,  within  ten  days  from  the  service  hereol 
And  we  do  also  hereby  order  the  said  A.  Brook  to  pa] 
the  smn  of  65.  6d.  to  the  said  Edmund  Jenney,  bdng^^ 
the  costs  incurred  by  him  up  to  the  present  time.  Given 
imder  our  hands  this  27th  day  of  November^  1839. 

"  R  N.  Shawe. 
"  George  Thomas." 

The  plaintiff  was  served  with  a  copy  of  the  sidd  order 
on  the  28th  of  November,  being  the  day  following  the 
date  thereof. 

And  the  defendants  also,  among  other  things^  gave 
evidence  that  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  although  more 
than  ten  days  Iiad  elapsed  from  the  day  of  the  service 
of  the  said  order,  had  not  caused  die  said  hedge  to 
be  cut,  pruned,  or  plashed,  so  that  the  sun  and  wind 
should  not  be  excluded  from  the  said  way  to  the  da- 
mage thereof,  or  the  said  obstruction  removed.  Where- 
upon the  defendants,  being  surveyors  as  aforesaid,  on 
the  26th  day  of  December,  1839,  proceeded  to  cut, 
prune,  and  plash  the  said  hedge  for  the  benefit  and  im- 
provement of  the  said  highway,  and  to  remove  such  ob- 
struction as  aforesaid  to  the  best  of  their  skill  and  judg- 
ment, and  in  so  doing  cut  down  the  thorn  trees  or  thorns 
hereinbefore  mentioned,  for  which  cutting,  pruning,  or 
plashing  this  action  was  brought. 

And  thereupon  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  In- 
sisted, that  the  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  the  oedon 
by  reason  of  tlie  lease  to  R.  Butcher;  and  that  the 
trees,  bushes,  and  thorns,  in  the  declaration  mentioned 
were  not  the  trees,  bushes,  and  thorns  of  the  said 
plaintiff,  and  were  not  excepted  from  the  said  demise. 
But  the  counsel  for  the  jjlaintiff  did  then  and  there  in- 
sist, that  the  said  thorn  trees  or  thorns,  and  the  bushes 
and  thorns  forming  the  said  fence,  were  excepted  out  of 


^^  jury,  that  the  said  order  was  bad  on  the  face  of  it ; 
^^  that,  if  the  said  order  was  bad  in  law,  the  said  Edward 
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the  said  demise^  and  were  the  thorns^  thorn  trees,  and  1844. 
busbes  of  the  said  plaintiff;  and  that  the  said  plaintiff 
could  maintidn  his  said  action  notwithstanding  his  sidd 
lease.  And  the  said  justices  then  and  there  held  and 
•flSrrqed,  that  the  plaintiff  could  maintain  the  action, 
notiv'ithstandiug  the  said  demise,  and  that  the  said 
trees,  bushes,  and  thorns  were  excepted  from  the  said 
demise,  and  were  the  trees,  bushes,  and  thorns  of  the 
plaintiff. 

-Ajid  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  further  insisted, 
^i^SLt  the  order  hereinbefore  mentioned  was  a  good  order 

a 

^^  I>oint  of  law;  but  the  said  justices  then  held  and  af- 
firmed, and  directed  the  jury,  that  the  said  order  was  bad 
oii  the  face  of  it. 

-And  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  fiirthcr  insisted, 
™»t  the  said  order,  even  if  bad  in  law,  yet,  being  a 
8^l>si8ting  order,  the  defendants  were  justified  in  com- 
naittiBg  the  trespasses  aforesaid.  But  the  said  justices 
''^Id,  and  affirmed,  and  directed  the  jury,  that,  if  the  said 
^^^er  was  bad  in  law,  the  defendants  could  not  justify 
the  s«ud  trespasses  under  it.  And  the  said  justices  fur- 
ther directed  the  jury,  that,  if  the  said  trees,  bushes,  and 
^^iTis  were,  in  fact,  cut,  pnmed,  and  plashed,  by  the 
^^^ndants,  the  jury  should  find  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 

**-  And  the  said  justices,  by  their  direction  to  the 
^^^  jury  according  to  their  opinion,  left  the  considera- 
''^^xx  thereof  to  the  jurors  aforesaid.     "  Whereupon  &c., 

^  Oounscl  for  the  defendants,  conceiving  that  the  jury, 
^*^£r  directed  as  aforesaid,  were  misdirected  as  to  the 
^S^^X  eflTect  of  the  said  order,  made  their  excxjptions  to 

^   ^aid  opinion  of  the  justices;  and  the  jurors  aforesaid 
^'^^o  then  the  verdict  aforesaid  against  the  defendants 
r*^>ii  the  issue  aforesaid,"  &c. 

^tT'he  causes  of  error  assigned  were, "  that  the  said  jus- 

^^**"^  then  and  there  held  and  affirmed,  and  directed  the 


i 
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1844.  Jennej  and  George  RiumadcB  could  not  justify  the  said 
trespasses  under  it ;  and  that,  if  the  said  trees^  buahesy 
and  thorns  were  in  fact  cut,  pruned,  and  plashed  bj  the 
said  E.  Jenney  and  G.  Runnacles,  the  jury  ought  to 
find  a  verdict  for  the  said  Abraham  Brook ;  and  that  the 
said  justices  by  their  direction  to  the  said  juiy^  accord- 
ing to  their  opinion,  left  the  consideration  thereof  to  the 
said  jurors  aforesaid ;  whereas  the  said  order  is  not  bad 
on  the  face  of  it,  nor  ought  the  said  justices  so  to  have 
directed  the  jury,  nor  ought  the  said  jury  to  have  found 
a  verdict  for  the  said  A.  Brook,  if  the  said  trees,  bushes, 
and  thorns  were  in  fact  cut,  prunei^  and  plashed  by  the 
said  E.  Jenney  and  6.  Kunnacles,  nor  ought  the  said 
justices  so  to  have  directed  the  said  jury.  Prayer,  that 
the  judgment  aforesaid,  for  the  errors  aforesaid,  &c,  may 
be  reversed,  annulled,  && ;  and  that  the  said  E.  Jenney 
and  G.  Kunnacles  may  be  restored  to  all  things  which 
they  have  lost  by  occasion  of  the  said  judgment." 

The  case  was  argued  in  Easter  Vacation,  (May  9th| 
1844),  before  Tindaly  C.  J.;  Pollock,  C.  B.;  Cresswell, 
J.;  and  Parke  and  Bol/e,  Bs. 

Martin  appeared  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  (the  de» 
fendants  below),  and  Kelly  for  the  defendant  in  error. 
The  authorities  cited  were  Hall  v.  Biffffs  (a),  Bex  v.  Aire 
and  Calder  Navigation  Company  (b),  1  Bum's  Justice,  p. 
693,  n.  (by  Williams),  Bex  v.  Au8trey{c)j  and  Beffina  v. 
Martin  {d) ;  but  the  argument  is  omitted,  being  fully 
commented  upon  in  the  judgment. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court — In  this  case  the  plaintiff  below  brought  an 
action  of  trespass  against  the  defendants  for  breaking 
down  his  close,  and  cutting  down  and  destroying  the 

(a)  Salk.  674.  (c)  6  M.  &  S.  319. 

(6)  2  T.  R.  666.  {d)  2  Q.  B.  R.  1037. 
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hedges  and  fences,  and  feUing  and  cutting  down  the         i844. 
trees,  bushes,  and  thorns  of  the  plaintiff.     The  defend- 
ants pleaded.  Not  guilty,  by  statute ;  and,  on  the  trial 
before  my  Brother  Atcherky^  it  appeared,  that  the  plain- 
tiff, being  the  owner  of  a  farm,  demised  the  same  to  a 
tenant,  excepting  timber,  timber  trees,  and  all  other 
trees,  stands,  pollards,  woods,  imderwoods,  bushes,  and 
thorns,  other  than  such  bushes  and  thorns  as  were  neces- 
sary for  the  repsdr  of  the  fences.     The  lease  contained 
a  covenant  by  the  tenant  to  cut,  cleanse,  and  scour  the 
fences  and  ditches,  and  to  keep  the  fences  in  good  re- 
pair and  condition,  the  landlord  finding  rough  wood  for 
making  such  repairs,  if  growing  on  the  premises,  and 
the  plaintiff  coTcnanted  to  find  such  wood.     Evidence 
was  then  given  that  the  defendants  cut  down  a  hedge 
on  the  farm  of  the  plaintiff,  and  adjoining  to  the  high- 
way, and  the  bushes  and  thorns  there,  particularly  six- 
teen thorn  trees  of  fifty  years'  growth,  which  never  had 
been  cut  down  before,  but  which  grew  on  the  side  of 
the  bank  in  the  hedge.   The  defendants  called  witnesses 
to  prove  that  the  alleged  thorn  trees  were  only  thorns, 
and  that,  they  being  surveyors  of  the  highways,  a  cer- 
tain carriage-way  there  was  prejudiced  by  the  shade  of 
the  hedge,  and  the  exclusion  of  the  sun  and  wind  there- 
by, and  that  the  hedge  obstructed  the  highway ;  that 
they  applied  to  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  afterwards 
obtained  the  following  order  of  two  justices  at  the  spe- 
cial sessions  for  the  highways.     (His  Lordship  read  the 
order).     This  order  was  served  on  the  plaintiff,  and  he 
did  not  within  ten  days  cause  the  hedges  or  trees  to  be 
cut,  pruned,  or  plashed,  so  that  the  sun  and  wind  should 
not  be  excluded,  nor  did  he  remove  the  obstruction; 
thereupon  the  defendants,  as  surveyors,  cut,  pruned,  and 
plashed  the  hedge,  and  removed  the  obstruction,  and  in 
so  doing  cut  down  the  thorns  or  thorn  trees.   (His  Lord- 
ship then  gave  judgment  on  the  first  question,  namely, 
as  to  the  effect  of  the  exceptions  in  the  lease). 
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1044.  The  second  objection  taken  on  the  trial  was  to  the 

validity  of  the  order  of  the  justices.  My  Brother  Atcher- 
ley  ruled  that  the  order  was  altogether  bad  on  the  face 
of  it  The  defendants  then  insisted,  that,  if  it  was  so, 
still  they  were  justified  in  acting  as  they  did,  there  being 
a  subsisting  order  unappealed  from  and  disobeyed.  The 
learned  Judge  held,  that  the  defendants  were  not  jus- 
tified unless  the  order  was  valid;  and  in  the  propriety 
of  this  latter  ruling  we  all  concur,  being  of  opinion  that 
the  surveyors  cannot  act  unless  there  has  been  a  pre- 
vious default  of  the  party  in  obeying  a  valid  order.  It 
is  no  answer  to  say,  that  the  party  might  have  appealed 
from  it,  and  that,  if  he  did  not,  third  persons  might  act 
as  if  he  had  acquiesced ;  so  to  hold  would  in  efiTcct  be  to 
deprive  parties  of  part  of  the  time  for  appeal  allowed 
by  the  statute,  namely,  fourteen  days,  the  surveyors 
being  authorized  to  act  at  the  expiration  of  the  first  ten. 
The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  direc- 
tion of  the  learned  Judge,  that  the  order  was  invalid 
altogether,  can  be  supported;  and  we  think  it  can- 
not, and  that  it  is  bad  in  part  only.  When  tliis  cause 
was  before  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  after  the  first 
trial,  the  Court  directed  a  new  trial ;  (my  Brother  Patte- 
sen  having  been  of  opinion,  on  the  trial,  that  the  order 
was  good,  and  a  protection  to  the  surveyors  as  to  all 
they  did) ;  the  Court,  and  my  Brother  Patteson  also  on 
further  consideration,  thinking  that  the  oi'der  was  bad ; 
and  the  principal  ground  assigned  was,  that  the  direc- 
tion in  the  order,  "  to  cut,  prune,  and  plash,"  was  gene- 
ral, without  any  description  of  the  extent  to  which  it 
was  to  be  done,  so  that  any  cutting,  pruning,  or  plash- 
ing would  have  been  a  compliance  with  tlie  order.  This 
was  all  that  was  necessary  to  be  decided  on  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial :  but  wc  arc  now  called  ui)on  to  decide  whe- 
ther the  order  was  altogether  invalid ;  for,  if  it  was  in- 
valid in  i)art  oidy,  and  the  remainder  was  a  justification 
for  any  of  the  acts  done,  the  direction  of  my  Brother 
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Atcherley  was  wrong.  In  the  argument  before  us  it  was  ]n44. 
contended^  that  the  construction  of  the  order  by  the 
Court  of  Queen^s  Bench  was  wrong,  and  that  it  was 
pl^n  that  the  justices  intended  tliat  the  cutting,  pruning, 
and  plashing  should  be  made  to  such  an  extent  as  to  re- 
move the  obstruction  to  the  access  of  the  sun  and  wind 
to  the  road,  as  well  as  the  obstruction  to  the  highway 
itself,  by  the  hedges  and  trees  adjoining.  We  cannot, 
however,  concur  in  this  mode  of  reading  the  order;  we 
agree  that  a  reasonable  construction  must  be  put  upon 
the  whole  instrument,  without  making  any  intendment 
for  or  agsdnst  it.  But  it  ap[x;ars  to  us  by  the  context, 
which  contains  a  recital  of  the  summons,  that  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  sun  and  wind  by  the  trees  and  hedges,  and 
the  obstruction  to  the  road,  are  treated  as  different 
things,  as,  indeed,  the  enactment  of  the  statute  b  ii  ^^ 
WilL  4,  c.  60,  s.  ^b^  clearly  intended.  And,  conse- 
quently, there  should  be  a  direction  in  the  order,  whicli 
there  is  not,  as  to  the  extent  to  which  the  cutting  and 
pruning  shoidd  take  place,  with  reference  to  the  injury 
to  the  high  road  by  the  exclusion  of  the  sun  and  win<l. 
If  tlie  order  had  followed  the  summons  in  this  resiKJCt, 
and  directed  the  plaintiff  to  cut,  prune,  and  plash  the 
hedges,  and  prune  and  lop  the  trees,  so  as  to  prevent  the 
sun  and  wind  from  being  excluded,  it  might  have  been 
sufficient,  without  any  more  precise  direction  as  to  the 
number  of  feet  or  inches  that  were  to  be  cut  and  pruned. 
We,  therefore,  agree  with  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
in  the  view  which  they  took  of  this  part  of  the  order. 
But  it  is  said,  that  the  remainder  of  the  orde;  is  good, 
and  is  sufficient  to  justify  the  defendants  in  removing 
any  actual  obstructions  to  the  highway  by  the  trees  or 
hedges,  or,  at  least,  such  as  were  caused  by  the  project- 
ing branches  of  the  trees  or  hedges,  and  which  might  be 
removed  by  cutting,  plashing,  lopping,  or  pruning,  though 
it  would  not  justify  such  further  cutting  as  was  neces- 
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sary  to  prevent  the  hedges  or  trees  from  damaging  the 
road,  by  excluding  the  sun  and  wind.  We  are  of  oiumon 
that  the  order  in  this  respect  is  good,  and  that,  rea£ng 
the  summons  and  the  order  together,  it  sufBcientlj  i^ 
pears  that  there  is  a  complaint  by  the  surveyor  of  the 
obstruction  to  the  road  by  the  hedges  and  tre^s,  which 
required  the  cutting,  plashing,  pruning,  and  lopping, 
and  a  direction  to  remove  that  obstruction.  So  far, 
however,  as  it  relates  to  the  trees,  the  order  is  defective, 
as  there  is  no  statement  that  they  were  not  planted  for 
ornament,  or  shelter  to  a  hop-ground,  &c.,  which  trees 
are  excepted  in  the  65th  section.  It  is  good,  however, 
with  respect  to  the  hedges. 

It  was  also  objected  to  the  order,  that  it  was  altogether 
void,  for  the  want  of  a  statement  that  the  plaintiff  was 
the  owner  of  the  land  next  adjoining  to  the  road ;  but 
we  think  the  statement,  that  the  trees  were  growing 
on  the  phdntiff's  farm,  and  on  the  side  of  the  road»  is 
equivalent  to  it;  they  could  not  be  growing  on  the  road- 
side unless  they  were  close  to  it,  according  to  the  strictest 
construction  of  the  law. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  order,  thoogfa 
informal,  is  good  in  part,  and  gave  authority  to  the 
defendants  to  cut,  prune,  and  plash  the  hedgesi,  so  as  to 
remove  the  actual  obstruction  to  the  cart-way  occaaoned 
by  the  branches  of  the  thorns,  bushes,  and  shmb^  form- 
ing part  thereof,  but  no  further.  Therefore,  there  must 
be  a  venire  de  novo ;  and  on  the  new  trial  the  jury  will 
have  to  inquire  whether  the  defendants  did  more  ih^n 
this,  and  to  assess  the  damages  incurred  by  the  plaintifl^ 
if  they  did.  This  view  of  the  case  may  put  an  end  to 
the  necessity  for  further  proceedings. 

Venire  de  novo  awarded. 
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In  the  Matter  of  Besset. 

Jacques  besset,  a  native  of  France,  was,  in  The  stat.  6  &  7 
September  last,  committed  to  Giltspur-street  Prison  by  citing  a  con- 
the  Lord  Mayor  of  London,  under  the  stat.  6  &  7  Vict,  twwn  hc^Ma- 
c  75  (a).   The  warrant  of  commitment  was  as  follows : —  J««^y  «»<*  t*»e 

^   '  King  ot  the 

French,  pro- 
'Tides  for  the  mutual  delivering  up  to  justice  personSi  who,  being  accused  of  certain  offences 
therein  specified,  (inter  alia,  fraudulent  bankruptcy),  committed  in  one  country,  shall  be 
found  within  the  territories  of  the  other ;  and  empowers  a  justice  in  England,  upon  a  re- 
^isition  duly  made  in  the  name  of  the  King  of  the  Frendi,  and  signified  by  the  warrant 
of  the  Secretary  of  State,  &c.,  to  such  justice,  to  issue  his  warrant  for  the  apprehension 
of,  and  to  commit,  the  person  accused  to  gaol,  there  to  remain  until  deHvered punuani  io 
such  reguiiition. 

A  Frenchman  was  committed  under  the  above  statute  upon  a  charge  of  fraudulent  bank- 
ruptcy committed  in  France.  The  warrant  of  commitment  directing  the  gaoler  to  keep 
him  in  custody  *'  until  he  ahallbe  discharged  by  due  courteqflaWf"  was  held  insufficient. 

The  right  to  a  habeas  corpus  is  by  the  common  law,  and  not  created  by  statute. 

(a)  Section  1.  **  Whereas  by  a  terms  assassination,  parricide,  in- 

coDTention  between  Uer  Majesty  fanticide,  and  poisoning),  or  of 

and  the  Ring  of  the   French,  an  attempt  to  commit  murder,  or 

signed  at  London,  on  the  13th  of  forgery,  or  of  fraudulent  bank- 

of  February,  1843|  the  ratifica-  ruptey,  committed  within  the  ju- 

tions  whereof  were  exchanged  at  risdiction  of  the  requiring  party, 

London   on    the    13th    day    of  should  seek  an  asylum,  or  should 

March,  in  the  same  year,  it  was  be  found  within  the  territories  of 

agreed, '  that  the  high  contract-  the   other ;    provided    that  this 

log  parties  should,  on  requisition  should  be  done  only  when  the 

made  in  their  name  through  the  commission  of  the  crime  should  be 

medium  of  their  respective  diplo-  so  established  as  that  the  laws  of 

matic  agents,  deliver  up  to  jus-  the  country  where  the  fugitive  or 

tice  persons  who,  being  accused  person  so  accused  should  be  found 

with  the  crimes  of  murder,  (com-  would  justify  his   apprehension 

prehending  the  crimes  designated  and  commitment  for  trial,  if  the 

in  the  French  penal  code  by  the  crime  had  been  there  committed;* 
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1844.         ^'*  To  all  and  every  the  constables  and  other  officen  o1 
In  re  Besset.        ^^  peace  for  the  city  of  London,  and  the  libertia 

thereof,  whom  these  may  concern,  and  to  the  keepa 
of  the  Giltspur-street  Prison,  in  London. 
**  London,  to  wit. — These  are  in  her  Majesty's  nanM 
to  command  you  and  every  of  you  forthwith  safely  t< 

and  it  is  by  the  said  convention  dited  diplomatic  agent,  to  delive 

further  stipulated,  '  that,  on  the  up  to  justice  any  person  who 

part  of  the  British  Government,  being  accused   of  having  com 

the  surrender  should  be  made  mitted,  after  the  ratification  o 

only  on  the  report  of  a  Judge  or  the   said   convention,  the  crimi 

magistrate    duly    authorized    to  of  murder  (comprehending  th< 

take    cognizance    of    the    acts  crimes  designated  in  the  Frenci 

charged  against  the  fugitive  in  penal  code  by  the  terms  assassins 

the  warrant  of  arrest  or  other  tion,  parricide,  infanticide,  ai» 

equivalent  judicial  document  is-  poisoning),  or  of  an  attempt  t 

sued  by  a  Judge,  or  competent  commit  murder,  or  of  foigery,  o 

magistrate  in  France,  and  like-  of  fraudulent  bankruptcy,  withii 

wise   clearly  setting    forth    the  the  territories  and  jurisdiction  c 

said  acts ;'  and  it  is  by  the  said  his  said  Majesty  the  King  of  th 

convention  further  stipulated  and  French,  shall  be  found  within  thi 

agreed,   '  that   the  expenses   of  dominions  of  her    Majesty,    i 

any  detention  and  surrender  made  shall  be  lawful  for  one  of  he 

in  virtue  of  the  stipulations  here-  Majesty's  principal  secretaries  c 

inbefore  recited  should  be  borne  state,  or  in  Ireland  for  the  chic 

and  defrayed  by  the  government  secretary  of  the  Lord  Lieutenan 

in   whose  name  the   requisition  of  Ireland,   and  in   any  of  he 

should  have  been  made  ;'  and  it  Majesty's  colonies  or  possession 

is  by  the  said  convention  further  abroad  for  the  officer  administer 

stipulated  and  agreed,  '  that  the  ing  the  government  of  any  sue! 

provisions  of  the  said  convention  colony  or  possession,  by  warran 

should  not  apply  in  any  manner  to  under  his  hand  and  seal,  to  signif 

crimes  ofmurder,  forgery,  or  frau-  tliat  such  requisition  has  been  si 

dulent  bankruptcy  committed  an-  made,  and  to  require  all  justice 

tecedently  to  ti le  date  thereof,  *&c.  of  the  peace  and  other   magis 

And  whereas  it  is  expedient  that  trates  and  officers  of  justice  withii 

provision  should  be  made  for  car-  their  several  jurisdictions  to  go 

rying  the  said   convention   into  vem  tliemselves  accordingly,  an< 

effect :    be  it  therefore  enacted,  to  aid  in  apprehending  the  per 

that  in  case  requisition  be  duly  son  so  accused  and  committini 

made,  pursuant  to  the  said  con-  such  person  to  gaol,  for  the  par 

vendon,  in  the  name  of  his  Ma-  pose  of  being   delivered   up  Xt 

jesty  the  King  of  the  French,  by  justice,  according  to  the  provi 

his  ambassador  or  other  accre-  sions  of  the  said  convention,  ani 
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^"^^^  into  the  custody  of  the  said  keeper  the  body  of       1844, 

Jacqc&es  Besset,  being  charged  before  me,  one  of  her 

^J^S'ty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  swd  city 

and  lilierties,  by  the  oaths  of  Philip  Antoine  Mathieu 

and  otherBy  taken  and  sworn  in  the  presence  and  hearing 

of  the  sud  Jacques  Besset;  for  that  the  said  Jacques 

"^88et  is  accused  of  haying  conunitted  in  France  the 

^^*^nae  of  fraudulent  bankruptcy,  (as  appears  by  the  war- 

'^^■^t  of  arrest  issued  by  a  competent  Judge  in  FrancCi 

^'^  duly  authenticated  before  me ;  and  as  also  appears 

*>y  the  warrant  of  one  of  her  Majesty's  principal  Secre- 

^*>^e8  of  State,  requiring  me  to  take  cognizance  of  such 

^'^ttie),  the  sud  crime  and  the  acts  done  being  clearly 

forth  and  proved  before  me  by  the  oaths  of  Philip 

>ine  Mathieu  and  others:  whom  you,  the  said  keeper, 

hereby  required  to  receive,  and  him  in  your  custody 

®^^ly  keep  until  he  shall  be  discharged  by  due  course 

^^^010;  and,  for  so  doing,  this  shall  be  to  you,  and  each 

^*  yon,  a  sufficient  warrant    Given  under  my  hand  and 

®^^  the  28rd  day  of  September,  1844. 

.  (Signed)     "  Wm.  Magnay,  Mayor. "(l.  s.) 

'^^Ilie  prisoner  being  brought  up  by  writ  of  habeas  cor- 
*^^*^    the  return  set  forth  the  warrant  of  commitment. 

^*'^^poii  it  shall  be  lawful  for  trial  of  the  person  so  accused  if 

^j^^tatice  of 'the  peace,  or  other  the  crime  of  which  he  or  she 

i^*^'^*^  having  power  to  commit  shall  be  so  accused  had   been 

^^•1  persons  accused  of  crimes  there  committed,  it  shall  he  law- 

^^*^%t  the  laws  of  that  part  of  fill  for  such  justice  of  the  peace, 

^^jgetty't  dominions  in  which  or  other  person  having  power  to 

f      ^     tupposed  offender  shall  he  commit  as  aforesaid,  to  issue  his 

'^f  to  examine  upon  oath  any  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of 


1^     -^m  or  persons  touching  the  such  person,  and  also  to  commit 

^^  of  inch  charge,  and,  upon  the  person  so  accused  to  gaol, 

l«     *^     eridence  as  according  to  there  to  remain  until  delivered 

I          ^%ws  of  that  part  of  her  Ma-  pursuant  to  such  requisition  aa 

J*|*jy  *sdominions  would  justify  the  aforesaid." 
^^^'^henrioD  and  committal  for 

^t)L.  I.                                       B  B                                      N.  8.  C. 


(( 


340  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1844.  E.  James  shewed  cauBe. — The  writ  of  habeas  ocnrpiu^ 

In  re  Besskt.  ^^'^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^  person  in  the  situation  of  the  priaoneri^* 
He  is  a  native  of  France,  and  is  in  custody  here» 
with  a  crime  committed  in  France  (a).    [Lord  Denman, 
C.  J. — The  first  section  of  the  statute  concludes  wi 
these  words :  '^  and  also  to  commit  the  person  so 
to  gaol,  there  to  remain  until  delivered  pursuant  to  suckf 
requisition  as  aforesaid;"  such  requisition  being 
duly  made,  pursuant  to  the  said  convention,  in 
name  of  his  Majesty  the  King  of  the  French^  by  Km 
ambassador,  or  other  accredited  diplomatic  agent,  to 
liver  up  to  justice,"  &c.     This  warrant  orders  the  pri- 
soner to  be  kept  in  custody  ''until  he  shall  be 
by  due  course  of  law.**]     The  directions  of  the 
have  been  complied  with.     The  requisition  has 
duly  made,  and  the  warrant  of  the  Secretary  of 
has  been  issued,  so  that  the  magistrate  has  been. pro- 
perly put  in  motion.     The  warrant  directing  the 
soner  to  be  kept  in  custody  ''until  he  shall  be 
charged  by  due  course  of  law "  is  not  defective. 
GojSTs  case  (i),  a  collector  of  rates  was  committed  by 
warrant  of  two  justices,  for  refusing  to  account  and 
over  monies  he  had  received,  which  concluded 
ing  the  gaoler  to  keep  him  in  custody  until  he  should 
be  discharged  by  due  course  of  law ;  but  the  Court  held 
the  commitment  good,  and  that  it  was  the  same  as  i 
the  warrant  had  directed  the  gaoler  to  detain  the  party 
until  he  had  accounted.     Keliance  will,  no  doubt,  be 
placed  by  the  other  side  on  Mashes  case  (c),  where  the 
Court  said,  "  The  true  distinction  is,  that,  where  a  man 
is  committed  for  any  crime,  either  at  common  law  or 

(a)  M,  Chamhert  objected  to  house's  case^  3  B.  &  A.  420 ; 

the  lue  of  affidavits  for  the  pur-  and  Watson* s  case,  9  A.  &  £• 

pose  of  shewing  these  facts,  and  731. 

contended  the  Court  could  only  (b)  3  M.  &  S.  203. 

look  at  the  return;  but  see  Hob-  (c)  2  W.  Bl.  805. 
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ted  by  act  of  Parliament,  for  which  he  is  punish^ 

by  indictment,  there  he  is  to  be  committed  till  dis- 

by  due  course  of  law ;  but,  when  it  is  in  pur- 

rKme  of  a  special  authority,  the  terms  of  the  oommit- 

t  must  be  special,  and  exactly  pursue  that  authority." 

the  n»^  has  pu«u^  his  authority.     Sup- 

Dg  the  warrant  to  be  defective,  the  Court  has  power 

»   x^mand  the  prisoner  when  it  appears  from  the  depo- 

Bm't;icni8  that  an  offence  has  been  committed  known  to 

laws  of  France.     This  writ  appears  to  issue  under 

31  Car.  2,  c.  2,  for  the  56  Geo.  3,  c.  100,  does  not 

to  crimes.     The  preamble  of  the  31  Car.  2  men- 

the  king's  subjects,  and  the  different  sections  of  the 

ccmtemplate  only  such  offences  as  could  be  tried  in 

country.    In  Rex  y.  Mackintosh  (a)  it  was  held,  that 

^  Person  conunitted  for  treason  done  in  Scotland  was  not 

^'^tluii  the  Habeas  Corpus  Act. 

J^cntague  ChamberSy  for  the  prisoner,  was  not  heard. 

-t*ord  Denman,  C.  J. — It  may  be  matter  of  regret, 

^^^   it  is  a  misfortune,  that  the  first  application  under 

^®  «ict,  which  may  be  so  important  to  the  interests  of 

^®  ti^wo  countries,  and  indeed  to  justice  throughout  the 

^•"IcS,  should  haye  such  a  termination.     We  haye  not 

y^   '{X)wer  over  the  prisoner,  neither  haa  the  gaoler,  but 

r^^     which  the  late  act  of  Parliament  has  conferred. 

^"^v*,  when  we  come  to  look  at  the  warrant,  it  appears 

*^^^  perfectly  clear  that  the  power  given  here  to  arrest 

^      JpBsety  is  one  which  has  not  been  strictly  and  cor- 


^j  pursued.      The  warrant,   therefore,   cannot  be 

^^^^:^tained.     Then  we  are  applied  to  for  the  purpose 

^^^^^dnanding  the  prisoner  as  a  person  accused  of  a 

^*^*^e.    But  we  know  nothing  of  this  crime,  except 


(a)  1  Stra.  308. 
B  b2 


342 


NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 


S 


1844.         from  the  warranty  and,  when  we  refer  to  that,  we  find 
InreBsssBT.   ^^^  ^^  ^^  defective  in  some  most  important  respects. 

We  have  not  any  power  but  under  this  statute ;  and,  if 
its  provisions  are  not  clearly  complied  with^  we  have  no 
power  at  all  in  the  matter.  It  would  have  been  un- 
necessary to  pass  this  statute  if  the  application  made  by 
the  learned  counsel  had  been  one  which,  without  such  a 
statute,  we  could  entertdn  solely  upon  the  authority  of 
the  statements  in  the  depositions  annexed  to  the  warrant 
It  is  fit  that  it  should  be  understood  that  this  is  an 
application  for  a  habeas  corpus  at  common  law.  The 
right  to  make  such  an  application  was  not  first  created 
by  the  acts  of  Car.  2  and  Geo  3.  It  is  a  right  as  old 
as  the  law,  and  was  expressly  declared  by  the  Bill  of 
Kights  to  be  so.  Those  statutes  only  provide  means  to 
facilitate  the  claiming  of  this  right. 

Williams,  Coleridoe,  and  Wightbian,  Js.,  con- 
curred. 

The  prisoner  was  dischaiged. 


Nov,  9th. 

The  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  40,  fl.  38, 

empowers  jcu- 
tices  to  order 
the  removal  of 
Insane  paupers 


The  Queen  v.  Ellis. 

xxT  the  general  quarter  sessions  in  and  for  the  county 
of  Middlesex,  held  on  the  4th  day  of  May,  1844,  the 
following  order  was  made,  under  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  40: — 
"  Middlesex,  to  wit. — Be  it  remembered,  that,  at  the 
lunatic  asjlom,  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  holden  by  adjoum- 

'e^yluiwac  ™®^*  **  ^^'  ^^  ^^*  before  &c.,  on  hearing  an  appeal  in 
luyium  tkaii      which  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of 

have  been  e«-  •t/.n-ri'i  r 

tabiiihed,  then    the  parish  of  St  Luke,  m  the  county  of  Middlesex,  are 

to  some  public 
hospital,  or 

some  house  duly  licensed  for  the  reception  of  insane  persons  :"—Held,  that  this  did  not  jus- 
tify an  order  of  Middleaex  justices  for  the  removal  of  an  insane  pauper  of  that  county  to  a 
licensed  asylum  in  Surrey ,  there  being  a  county  lunatic  asylum  in  MiddUfes,  bat  the  or- 
der stating  that  there  was  no  room  in  it ;  such  a  case  not  being  within  the  pronnoiis  of 
the  act. 
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appellants,  and   Charles   Arthur    Hill  Heaton  Eliis,         1844. 
Csquire,  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  said  county,  is  re-    .j.^^  Qubbn 
spondent  (a),  against  an  order  bearing  date  the  12th  day  ^' 

of  December,  1843,  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  John 
1\dd  Pratt,  Esquire,  and  John  Johnson,  Esquire,  two 
of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said 
county  of  Middlesex,  whereby  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
of  St.  Margaret's,  Westminster,  in  the  coimty  aforesaid, 
were  ordered  to  cause  Harriett  Ellis,  an  insane  person, 
to  be  conveyed  to  a  house  duly  licensed  for  the  reception 
of  insane  persons  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  it  appearing 
to  the  said  justices,  J.  T.  Pratt  and  J.  Johnson,  that 
there  toas  not  room  or  accommodation  for  the  said  Harriett 
JSlHs  in  the  county  lunatic  asylum  established  at  Hantoelly 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex ;  and  against  a  certain  other 
order,  bearing  date  &&,  imder  the  hands  and  seals  of  the 
said  J.  T.  Pratt  and  J.  Johnson,  justices  as  aforesaid  in 
and  for  the  said  county,  whereby  the  said  justices  did 
a^udge  the  settlement  of  the  said  Harriett  Ellis  to  be 
in  the  parish  of  St  Luke,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
and  did  order  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish 
of  St  Luke  to  pay  the  sum  of  6«.  Gcf.,  being  the  amount 
of  the  reasonable  charges  of  conveying  the  said  Harriett 
£lli8  to  the  said  licensed  house,  and  also  to  pay  to 
Feter  Armstrong,  the  keeper  of  the  sud  licensed  house, 
the  sum  of  10«.  per  week,  which  payment  the  said  Peter 
Armstrong  was  willing  to  accept,  and  the  same  appeared 
to  the  said  justices,  J.  T.  Pratt  and  J.  Johnson,  to  be  a 
reasonable  charge  for  the  maintenance,  medicine,  doth- 
iog,  and  care  of  the  said  Harriett  Ellis  whilst  confined 
therein;  and  on  hearing  counsel  on  both  sides ;  It  is  or- 
dered, that  the  sud  orders  be  severally  quashed,  sub- 
ject to  the  opinion  of  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Queen's 
SencL     If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of 

(a)  By  8ect.  54 ;  8ee  Regina    gina  v.  The  JwHcu  of  Kent,  2 
V.  Skipiony  post,  p.  350,  and  Re-    Q.  B.  R.  686. 
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V. 
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opinion  that  the  said  orders  were,  under  the 
stances  stated  in  the   orders,  legally  made,  tiien 
said  orders  of  justices  are  to  stand  affirmed,  and 
order  of  sessions  to  be  quashed;   otherwise,  the 
orders  of  justices  are  to  be  quashed,  and  the  order 
sessions  to  be  affirmed.'* 


In  Trinity  Term,  (June  1st,  1844),  Bodkm 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  quashing  the  order  of  sessions, 

Prendergast  now  shewed  cause. — This  is  an  order  fc>j 
the  removal  of  a  lunatic  pauper,  made  imder  the  9  6e<x 
4,  c  40,  s.  38(a),  which  provides,  first,  for  the  remoW 


(a)  The  statute  9  Geo.  4,  c. 
40,  8.  38,  enacts,  *'  That,  upon  its 
being  made  known  to  any  justice 
of  the  peace  of  any  county,  that 
a  poor  person  chargeable  to  any 
parish  or  place  within  such  coun* 
ty  is  deemed  to  be  insane,  either 
by  notice  from  the  overseer  of 
such  parish  or  otherwise,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  said  justice,  by 
an  order  under  his  hand  and 
seal,  if  he  shall  so  think  fit,  to  re- 
quire the  overseer  of  the  poor  of 
the  said  parish  or  place  to  bring 
the  said  insane  person  before  any 
two  justices  of  the  peace  of  the 
said  county,  at  such  time  and 
place  as  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
said  order;  and  the  said  justices 
are  hereby  required  to  call  to 
their  assistance  a  physician,  sur- 
geon, or  apothecary,  at  the  charge 
of  the  said  parish  or  place ;  and 
if  upon  view  and  examination  of 
the  said  poor  person,  or  from 
other  proof,  the  said  justices  shall 
be  satisfied  that  such  poor  per- 


son is  insane,  the  said  justiea 
shall  make  inquiry  into  the  pisee 
of  last  legal  settlement  of  soeh 
insane  person;  and  it  shaD  be 
lawful  for  them,  if  tbey  tball  n 
think  fit,  by  an  order  under  their 
hands  and  seals,  directed  to  the 
said  overseer  of  the  poor,  accord- 
ing to  the  form  in  Schedule  (5)* 
annexed  to  this  act,  to  cause  tht 
said  poor  person  to  be  conveyed 
to,  and  placed  in,  the  county  lu- 
natic asylum  established  under 
the  directions  of  this  or  any  fir- 
mer act,  for  the  county,  or  dis- 
trict of  united  counties,  for  which, 
or  any  of  which,  tbey  shall  act ; 
and  if  no  9ueh  county  hMtUie  oif- 
lum  shall  have  been  eHaldUMf 
then  to  some  public  bofpttaI,or 
some  house  duly  licensed  for  the 
reception  of  insane  persons;  and 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  tbc  said  or 
any  other  two   justicts  of  the 
peace  of  the  said  county,  from 
time  to  time,  a»  occasion  may  re- 
quire, to  make  order  on  th»( 


•  See  the  form,  No.  6,  post,  p.  351. 
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r  iLxxsttne  persons  to  the  county  lunatic  asylum;  or,  se-        1844. 
n^^Ay,  in  case  no  lunatic  asylum  be  established,  then  to    .p^^  qubkn 
lOiippital,  or  licensed  private  asylum.     Here  it  appears  ^' 

B  faoe  of  the  order  that  there  was  a  public  asylum 
county  of  JVIiddlesex ;  but,  because  that  was  full, 
^igistrates  thought  fit  to  remove  the  pauper  to  a 
asylum  out  of  the  county,  which  they  had  no 
ity  to  do.     It  is  clear,  on  reference  to  the  statute, 
e  legislature  has  not  provided  for  a  case  like  the 
t ;  and  if  it  should  be  contended  that  it  comes 
the  contemplation,  although  not  within  the  words 
act,  the  answer  is,  that,  as  magistrates  can  only 

l/e^^  ^f  the  parish  or  place  where-  poor  person  from  the  said  house 
^  ^'^eVi  last  legal  settlement  shall  without  an  order  for  that  purpose 
\^  adjudged  to  be  for  the  pay-  made  by  two  justices  of  the  peace 
^^t  of  all  reasonable  charges  of  for  the  county  in  which  such 
cOliveying  such  poor  person  to  house  shall  be  situated,  after  due 
^ch  county  lunatic  asylum,  pub-  inquiry  into  the  circumstances  of 
lie  hospital,  or  licensed  house  >  the  case,  unless  such  person  shall 
and,  if  such  poor  person  shall  be  have  been  discharged  as  cured : 
conveyed  to  such  county  lunatic  Provided  always,  that  the  over- 
ssy lum  or  public  hospital,  for  the  seer  or  other  person  so  conveying 
payment  of  such  weekly  sum  to  such  insane  person  to  such  county 
tbe  treasurer  of  such  county  lu-  lunatic  asylum,  public  hospital,  or 
natic  asylum,  or  proper  officer  of  licensed  house  as  aforesaid,  shall, 
■ach  public  hospital  respectively,  and  is  hereby  required  to  deliver 
a»  shall  be  from  time  to  time  fixed  a  certificate  from  the  physician, 
upon  by  the  visitors  of  such  county  surgeon,  or  apothecary,  so  called 
lunatic  asylum,  or  as  may  be  re-  to  the  assistance  of  the  justices  as 
quired  by  the  regulations  of  such  aforesaid ;  which  certificate  such 
public  hospital;  or,  if  such  poor  physician,  surgeon,  or  apothecary 
person  shall  be  conveyed  to  such  is  hereby  required  to  give,  accord- 
licensed  house,  for  the  payment  iiig  to  the  form  in  Schedule  (6) 
of  iuch  weekly  or  monthly  sum  annexed  to  this  act,  to  the  super- 
to  the  keeper  of  such  licensed  intendent  of  such  county  lunatic 
bouse,  for  the  maintenance,  medi-  asylum  or  public  hospital,  or  keep- 
eine,  clothing,  and  care  of  such  er  of  such  licensed  house,  as  the 
poor  person,  as  such  keeper  shall  case  may  be." 
1»e  willing  to  accept,  and  as  shall        Sect.  41  makes  similsr  provi- 
appear  to  the  sud  justices  to  be  sion  for  cases  where  the  settle- 
si  reasonable  charge  in  that  be-  ment  of  the  lunatic  cannot  be  as- 
Iwlf;  and  the  said  last-mentioned  certained. 
overseer  shsll^ot  remove  such 
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1844.  follow  strictljr  the  power  given  to  them,  neither  ihejr 
Thb  Queen  t^ot  this  Court  can  do  that  which  the  words  giving  the 
Ellib  power  do  not  authorize.  Rex  v.  Chagford{a)  is  strictly 
analogous ;  where  Abbotiy  C.  J.,  said,  ''  This  power 
(namely,  the  power  given  to  magistrates  under  stat*  35 
Geo.  3,  c  101,  8.  2)  seems  to  me  to  be  confined  to  these 
two  cases  only,  viz.  the  removal  and  death  of  the  paaper. 
Whether  or  not  it  would  have  been  expedient  for  the 
legislature  to  have  provided  for  the  present  case,  it  is  not 
for  this  Court  to  say.  All  that  we  can  do  is,  to  deter- 
mine that  the  non-removal  of  the  pauper  prevents  the 
case  from  falling  within  the  act"  If  the  Court  should 
hold  that  no  authority  has  been  given  by  the  act  for 
such  an  order  as  the  present,  then  it  will  follow  that 
this  pauper,  like  any  other,  must  be  admitted  into  the 
parish  workhouse,  and  there  maintained.  Another  ob- 
jection is,  that,  though  an  order  for  maintenance  is  made 
on  a  parish  in  IVIiddlesex,  where  the  settlement  of  the 
pauper  is  adjudged  to  be,  yet  the  order  removes  her  to 
an  asylum  in  Surrey;  this  is  contrary  to  the  intention 
of  the  statute,  which  would  seem  to  confine  the  au- 
thority of  the  justices  to  the  county  in  which  they  are 
acting. 

Bodkin  and  Pashley,  contra. — The  question  is  import- 
ant, as  aSectmg  a  large  number  of  cases,  and  seems  to 
be  a  matter  for  the  discretion  of  the  justices.  The  44th 
section  (i)  of  the  act  extends  their  power  to  insane  per- 

(a)  4  B.  &  A.  235.  permitted  to  go  abroad,  the  said 

{&)  Section  44  enacts,  in  the  justices  shall  make  inquiiy  into 

case  of  an  insane  person,  though  the  circumstances  and    place  of 

not  chargeable,  brought  before  last  legal  settlement  of  such  in* 

justices,  that,  *'  if  upon  the  exa-  sane  person,  and  it  shall  be  law* 

mination  of  such  person  deemed  ful  for  such  justices  to  proceed  in 

to  be  insane,  or  from  other  proof,  such  case  in  the  same  manner  «a 

the  said  justices  shall  be  satisfied  has  hereinbefore  been  directed  in 

that  such  person  is  so  far  disor-  the  case  of  a  person  chargeable  to 

dered  in  his  senses,  that  it  is  any  parish  within  the  joriidiction 

dangerous  for  such  person  to  be  of  the  said  jkiitiees,'*  &c 
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sons  wlio  are  found  to  be  wandering  about  and  danger-         1844. 
ous,  whether  chargeable  to  a  parish  or  not ;  and  inas-     .j.^^  qdbkk 
much  as  the  45th  section  (a)  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c  76,  <^- 

^  £li«i8* 

(Poor  Law  Amendment  Act),  expressly  forbids  the  de- 
tention of  all  dangerous  persons  in  workhouses  beyond 
a  certain  period,  the  greatest  inconvenience  will  arise  if 
an  order  like  the  present  cannot  be  made,  as  there  will 
often  be  no  place  to  which  lunatics  can  be  sent,  and, 
consequently,  the  44th  section  of  stat.  4  Geo.  4,  c  40, 
-will  be  a  nullity.  It  is  true  that  the  38th  section  pro- 
vides for  two  cases  only ;  but  the  proper  construction  of 
that  section  is,  that  where,  from  any  cause  whatever,  a 
county  asylum  has  become  incompetent  to  receive  a 
lunatic  pauper,  then  the  second  case  provided  for  arises, 
namely,  the  non-establishment  of  a  county  asylum,  and 
in  such  case  there  may  be  a  removal  to  a  private  asy- 
lum. Though  it  may  be  true  that  the  order  in  ques- 
tion is  not  within  the  express  words  of  the  statute,  yet 
the  Court  will  not  apply  the  same  strictness  of  construc- 
tion to  remedial  as  to  penal  statutes:  Doe  d.  Richardson 
V.  Thomasift)^  Henderson  v.  Sherborne  {c),  Edmonds  y. 
JLawky  {d) ;  but  will  always  consider  the  object  which 
the  legislature  had  in  view:  Rex\.  Hall  {e).  Now,  the 
object  in  view  when  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c  40,  was  passed, 
may  be  collected  from  the  preamble,  which  states  that 
the  act  is  to  provide  more  effectually  ^^  for  the  care  and 
maintenance  of  pauper  and  criminal  lunatics  in  Eng- 
land," from  which,  as  well  as  from  the  38th  and  41st  (/) 

(a)  The  4  &  5  WUL  4,  c.  76i  tic,  insane  person,  or  idiot,  for 

s.  45,  provides,  "  that  nothing  in  more  than  fourteen  days,  shall  be 

this  act  contained  shall  authorize  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemea* 

the  detention  in  any  workhouse  nour,"&c. 

«f  any  dangerous  lunatic,  insane  {b)  9  A.  &  £.  575. 

person,  or  idiot,  for  any  longer  (c)  2  M.  &  W.  239. 

period  than  fourteen  days;  and  {d)  6  M.  &  W.285. 

every  person   wilfully  detaining  (e)  1  B.  &  C.  123. 

in  any  workhouse  any  such  luna*  (/)  Ante,  p.  344,  345,  n. 
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1844.        sections,  it  may  be  inferred  that  the  intention  of  the 
TflBQuuN    legislature  was  to  leave  no  cases  of  pauper  lunatics  with- 
V*  out  provision.     [They  cited  also,  as  to  the  construction 

of  Statutes,  Plowdcn,  363,  364,  369;  Bac  Abr.,  ''  Sta- 
tutes," I,  5.] — As  to  the  second  objection^  they  were 
stopped  by  the  Court 

Lord  DENMA.N,  C.  J. — I  think  the  quarter  sessions 
have  done  right  in  quashing  the  order  of  ju6ticee»  as  the 
latter  did  that  which  the  act  did  not  empower  them  to 
do.  The  distinction  that  has  been  taken  as  to  the  con- 
struction of  acts  of  Parliament  does  not  admit  of  any 
argument  whatever  in  this  case,  nor  are  the  cases  dted 
important ;  we  should  be,  in  fact,  making  a  new  enact- 
ment, if  we  were  to  decide  in  the  manner  suggested  to 
us.  The  magistrates  are  to  cause  the  poor  person  to  be 
conveyed  to  the  county  lunatic  asylum,  established  under 
the  directions  of  this  or  any  former  act  for  the  county  or 
district  of  united  counties  for  which,  cr  any  of  which, 
they  shall  act;  and,  if  no  such  county  lunatic  asylum 
shall  have  been  established,  then  to  some  public  hospital, 
&C.  In  this  case  the  county  asylum  has  been  actually 
established,  and  the  affirmative  words  are  quite  dear. 
It  is  not  at  all  likely  that  a  county  lunatic  asylum,  once 
established,  will,  in  a  country  like  this,  ever  ceaae  to 
exbt;  we  must  conclude,  tlierefore,  that  the  legislature 
made  all  the  provisions  which  it  thought  necessary.  It 
has  been  said,  that,  if  we  hold  that  the  justices  had  not 
power  to  make  this  order,  the  paupers  must  be  supported 
in  the  parish  workhouse ;  but  we  cannot  on  that  account 
depart  from  the  directions  of  the  act 

Williams,  J. — I  do  not  think  that  the  argument  in 
favour  of  the  order  of  justices  is  at  all  furthered  by  the 
suggestion,  that,  as  the  asylum  is  perfectly  full,  we  must 
consider  the  case  to  be  the  same  as  if  an  asylum  had  not 


V. 

Eixift. 
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been  established;  the  answer  is,  that  no  provision  has        1844. 
been  introduced  into  the  act.     If  a  case  like  the  present    f^^^  Quebm 
had  been  contemplated  by  the  legislature,  it  would  pro- 
bably have  been  provided  for  in  the  act;  but  the  fact  of 
the  asylum  being  full  is  not  practically  the  same  as  if 
there  were  no  asylum  at  all. 

CoLERiDOE,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  object  of  the  act  was  to  provide  proper  asylums  for 
pauper  lunatics,  and  to  give  new  powers  for  removing 
them,  when  those  asylums  had  been  provided,  out  of  the 
parishes,  and  so  get  rid  of  the  miserable  parochial  care 
that  had  been  given  in  country  parishes.  Two  cases  were 
supposed:  first,  if  there  was  an  asyliun,  the  legislature 
assimied  it  would  be  sufficient ;  secondly,  if  there  was 
not  an  asylum,  but  only  when  there  was  not  an  asylum, 
the  lunatics  were  to  be  removed  to  some  hospital  or  li- 
censed house.  Now  this  third  case  exists,  namely,  that 
the  county  asylum  is  full;  but  then  the  inflexible  rule 
arises,  that  persons  acting  under  a  special  power  must 
bring  themselves  within  the  terms  giving  the  power, 
and  so  we  must  keep  within  the  exact  limits  of  the  con- 
dition which  the  act  of  Parliament  imposes.  Then  what 
is  the  condition?  That,  ^^  where  no  county  lunatic  asylum 
shall  have  been  established,"  then  the  paupers  may  be 
sent  elsewhere.  Here,  however,  one  did  exist,  and  the 
justices,  therefore,  had  no  power  to  make  the  order  be- 
fore us. 

WiOHTMAN,  J. — I  perfectly  agree  that  the  magis- 
trates acted  wrong,  as  they  had  no  power  imder  the  act 

to  make  the  order. 

Kule  discharged. 


350 


NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 


1844. 
J^"**     '  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Skiptoit. 

Nov,  )3th.       _  ^ 

In  an  appeal      XN  Trinity  Term  Hall  obtained  a  rule  calling  upcm 

to  the  quarter       ,       ,  /•     ,  «  i  t  /•  • 

aeasions,  given  the  aelendants  to  shew  cause  why  an  order  of  sessionsy 
€.^40, 8T54/  confirming  an  original  order  of  two  justices  of  the  peace 
^J^^^L^'"'"    for  the  city  of  York,  dated  17  th  of  October,  1842, 

deroftwo  •'  ^  ^  '  ' 

justices  made     should  not  be  quashed  for  insufficiency. 

for  the  re.      '       T^^  original  order,  made   under  9  Greo.  4,  c.  40, 

2r'4,;Sto'  «•  38  (a),  was  as  foUows:- 

a  lunatic  asy- 
lum), the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  not  the  justices  making  the  order,  must  be  respondflot. 

Sembte,  that,  when  the  justices,  having  called  to  their  assistance  a  medical  man,  make 
such  order,  the  onder  should  state  the  proof  (if  any)  given  before  them  of  the  panpor'a  in* 
•anity,  or  whether  they  have  found  the  same  upon  their  own  view  and  examination* 


(a)  See  the  38th  section  fully 
feet  out,  ante,  p.  344. 

Sect.  54  enacts,  "That  in  all 
cases  where  any  person  shall  be 
kept  in  custody  as  an  insane  per- 
son, by  order  of  any  Court  or  by 
his  Majesty's  order  subsequent 
thereunto,  it  shall  and  may  be 
lawful  for  any  two  justices  of  the 
peace  of  the  county  where  such  per- 
son shall  be  so  kept  in  custody  to 
inquire  into,  and  ascertain  by  the 
best  legal  evidence  that  can  be  pro- 


of State  shall  by  writing  under  hia 
hand  from  time  to  time  direct; 
and  whefe  such  place  of  settle- 
ment cannot  be  ascertained,  taeh 
order  shall  be  nuide  upon  the 
treasurer  of  the  county  where 
such  person  shall  have  been  ap- 
pfehended  ;  but  if  it  shall  appear 
that  such  person  is  posseoed  of 
such  sufficient  property  as  afore- 
said, then  such  justices  shall  or- 
der and  direct  the  same  to  be  ap- 
plied to  pay  and  satisfy  the  ex^ 


cured  under  the  circumstances  of  pense  of  the  maintenance  of  such 
personal  legal  disability  of  such  person  in  the  manner  hereinbefore 
insane  person,  the  place  of  the  directed:  Provided  always,  that 
last  legal  settlement,  and  the  cir-  the  churchwardens  and  overseers 
cumstances  of  such  person;  and  if  of  the  parish  in  which  the  jus- 
it  shall  not  appear  that  he  or  she  tices,  or  the  major  part  of  them. 


is  possessed  of  sufficient  property 
which  can  be  applied  to  his  or 
her  maintenance,  it  shall  and  may 
be  lawful  for  such  two  justices  to 
make  order  under  their  hands  and 
seals  upon  such  parish  where  they 
adjudge  him  or  her  to  be  legally 
settled,  to  pay  such  weekly  sum 
for  his  or  her  maintenance  in 
such  place  of  custody  as  one  of 
his  Majesty's  principal  Secretaries 


shall  a«ljudge  any  insane  person 
to  be  settled,  may  appeal  against 
such  order  to  the  general  quSrter 
sessions  of  the  peace  to  be  holden 
for  the  county  where  such  order 
shall  be  made,  in  like  manner  and 
under  like  restrictions  and  regu- 
lations as  against  any  order  of  re- 
moval, giving 'reasonable  notice 
thereof  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace 
of  such  county,  irAo  $haU  be  r#- 
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InhabiUnts  of 
Skipton. 


"  City  of  York,  to  wit — To  the  churchwardens  and        1844. 

overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Skipton,  in    thk  Queen 

the  West  Biding  of  Yorkshire. 

"  Whereas  it  appears  to  ns,  two  of  her  Majesty's  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  for  the  said  city,  having  called  to  our 
assistance  William  Marshall,  a  surgeon,  that  James 
Grill  Soowley,  chargeable  to  the  said  parish  of  St.  Den- 
nis, in  the  said  city,  is  insane :  and  whereas,  by  a  war- 
rant (a)  under  our  hands  and  seals,  bearing  date  this  17  th 
of  October,  1842,  directed  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Dennis,  we  have  directed  them 
the  said  overseers  to  cause  the  said  James  Gill  Scowley 
to  be  conveyed  to  the  house  of  W.  Matterson  and  T.  K. 
Li.  Walker,  situate  at  Heworth,  in  the  county  of  York, 
the  said  house  being  a  house  duly  licensed  for  the  recep- 
tion of  insane  persons :  and  whereas,  by  the  examina- 
tion upon  oath  of  Francis  Scowley  taken  before  us,  we 
find  and  adjudge,  that  the  place  of  the  last  legal  settle- 
ment of  James  Gill  Scowley  is  at  the  township  of 
Skipton.  We  do,  therefore,  hereby  order  you  the  said 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
township  of  Skipton  to  pay  to  the  said  churchwardens 


Mpondent  in  such  appeaiy  which 
appeal  the  juBtices  of  the  peace 
assemhled  at  the  said  general 
quarter  sesaions  are  hereby  autho- 
rized and  empowered  to  hear  and 
determine,  in  the  same  manner  as 
appeals  against  orders  of  removal 
are  now  heard  and  determined." 

(a)  The  form  of  warrant  under 
■ect.  38  is  given  in  Schedule  (5) 
to  the  act. 

"Whereas  it  appears  to  us, 

of  his  Majesty's  justices 

of  the  peace  for  the  county  of 

,  having  called  to  our  as- 

lutance  ,  a  physician  [or 

mxrgtoa,  or  apothecary,  as  the 


ceue  may  be],  that  ,  charge- 
able to  the  parish  of  ,  in  the 
said  county,  is  lunatic  [insane, 
or  a  dangerous  idiot,  at  the  cote 
may  &«],  you  are  hereby  di^j^ted 
to  cause  the  said  to  be  con- 

veyed to  the  county  lunatic  asy- 
lum established  at  ,  or  to 
the  house  of  y  situate  at 
,  in  the  county  of  , 
the  said  house  being  a  house  duly 
licensed  for  the  reception  of  in- 
sane persons. 

'*  Given  under  our  hands  and 
seals,  this       day  of 

"  To  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
of  the  parish  of  ." 
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1844.        and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St  Denius  tbe 

ThTquTen     ^^"^  ^^  ^^'  ^^''^  ^^°g  ^^®  reasonable  charges  of  con- 
,,..**       -  veyinff  the  said  James  Gill  Scowley  to  the  sud  lioeDsed 

Inhabitants  of    ,  ^         ,     ,  ,  . ,  ^r»r    -**•  ^ 

Skipton.      house;  and  also  to  pay  to  the  said  W.  Matterson and 
T.  K.  L.  Walker^  the  keepers  of  the  said  licensed  house, 
the  weekly  sum  of  Ss.  6d.^  for  the  muntenance,  medi- 
dne»  clothing,  and  care  of  the  said  James  Gill  Scowley, 
during  such  time  as  the  sud  James  Gill  Scowley  shtll 
be  confined  in  the  said  licensed  house.     Given  under 
our  hands  and  seals  this  17th  day  of  October,  1842. 

John  Swann,  (l.  s.) 
Joseph  Buckle."  (l.  s.) 


The  overseers  of  Skipton,  having  determined  to  ap- 
peal to  the  next  quarter  sessions  ag^nst  the  above 
order,  caused  notice  of  appeal,  dated  16th  December, 
1842,  to  be  addressed  to,  and  served  on  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  of  the  said  city  of  York,  on  the  two  justices  who 
signed  the  order,  and  on  one  of  the  overseers  of  the 
parish  of  St  Dennis.  The  sessions  were  held  on  the 
2nd  of  January,  1843,  before  the  Recorder,  when  the 
appeal  was  entered  and  respited  by  an  order  of  sessions, 
in  which  the  said  appeal  was  described  as  '^  an  appeal 
by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 
township  of  Skipton  against  an  order  of  John  Swann 
and  Joseph  Buckle,  two  justices  of  the  peace  for  the 
said-  city."  No  respondent  was  named,  nor  was  the 
word  **  respondent "  used  or  applied  in  the  said  order 
of  sessions.  The  next  sessions  were  held  on  the  3rd  of 
April,  1843,  iburteen  days  before  which  notice  of  trial 
was  served  u{)on  the  clerk  of  the  peace  and  the  two 
justices. 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeal  the  appellants  objected, 
(inter  aha),  that  the  order  was  bad  on  the  face  of  it»  be- 
cause it  did  not  shew  that  the  justices  had  caused  the 
alleged  lunatic  to  be  brought  before  them,  nor  that  tfacj 
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bm^id  any  proof  of  his  being  insane  and  chargeable,  which 
^'■roof  ought  to  have  been  given  on  granting  the  order 
s»;ppealed  against,  and  stated  in  such  order.  The  Be- 
irder,  however,  overruled  the  objection,  and  confirmed 
order  subject  to  a  case. 


now  shewed  cause  (a). — The  rule  is,  that  all 
necessary  to  shew  the  jurisdiction  of  justices  should 
set  forth,  or  appear  by  necessary  intendment:  Taylor 
Clemson  (ft).     But  all  other  facts  will  be  inferred,  to 
pport  the  order  of  sessions.     The  order,  therefore, 
eed  not  contain  evidence  to  prove  the  justices  decided 
^sorrectly,  only  that  they  had  jurisdiction.     [^JVilliams, 
J. — Will  not  the  question  turn  on  the  original  order  of 
justices?  and  does  it  not  appear  from  that  that  they 
"xnade  it  without  evidence  as  required  by  section  38  ?] 
They  might  find  it  on  view.     [Lord  Denmariy  C.  J. — 
TThea  they  should  say  so.]    They  do  so  in  effect.    They 
:arecite,  that  ^'it  appears  to  them,  having  called  before  them 
s  surgeon,  and  issued  a  warrant.''  In  the  schedule  to  sec- 
tion 38,  the  form  of  the  warrant  is  given  (c),  from  which 
^t  appears  that  nothing  more  than  the  calling  in  a  medi- 
<5al  man  is  necessary.   When,  therefore,  the  order  states 
-that  they  have  issued  a  warrant,  and  sets  out  all  the 
iacts  that  the  warrant  requires,  it  is  sufficient.     The 
Justices  are  required  to  do  what  is  reasonable,  but  are 
not  obliged  to  find  that  it   was   reasonable.     [Lord 
Denman^  C.  J. — The  form  of  the  warrant  may  be  per- 
fectly right  if  it  follow  the  direction  of  the  statute,  but 
the  order  would  not  be  right.]     The  Court  cannot  in- 
quire into  the  validity  of  the  original  order  here ;  this 
rule  is  to  shew  cause  why  the  order  of  sessions  should 
not  be  quashed.    And  if,  therefore,  the  order  of  sessions 

(a)    Several   objections   were  appear  from  the  argument, 
taken  to  the  order  of  justices  and        (6)  2  Q.  B.  R.  978. 
of  the  sessions,  but  those  on  which        (c)  Ant^,  p.  351 ,  n. 
the  case  was  decided  sufficiently 
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is  bad  on  account  of  there  baying  been  no  appeal,  t! 
alone  will  be  quashed^  and  the  order  of  jiuticeB  ¥rill 
main :  Bex  v.  Harrowby  (a)>  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of 
dlesex  (b).     In  this  case  the  sessions  had  no  jurisdicti- 
to  hear  the  appeal,  as  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  tho 
notice  of  appeal  was  given  to  him,  was  not  made 
spondent,  which  is  required  hj  section  54,  but  the  jc 
tices  who  made  the  order :  Regina  v.  The  Jtistices 
Kent  (c). 

HaUy  contrd,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Feb  Curiam  (d), — The  rule  must  be  absolute  in 

terms. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed  (e). 


(a)  Burr.,  S.  C,  p.  102. 

(6)  5  A.  &  £.  626. 

(c)  2  Q.  B.  R.  686.  See  Ee- 
gina  v.  Pixley,  12  Law  J.,  N.  S., 
M.  C.|  87. 


{d)  Lord  Denm€M,  C.  J.» 
lianiM,  CoUridge,  and  Wightm 
Js. 

{e)  See  Regma  ▼.  TkeJuiiiem^ 
of  Comwallf  pbat 


Nov.  13M. 

Warrants  of 
commitment 
onder  stat. 
4  Geo.  4,  c.  34, 
8.  3,  which  do 
not  recite  a 
conviction,  are 


In  the  Matter  of  Ghat  and  Another. 

XN  this  case,  John  Gray  and  Hugh  Blanej,  two  pri 
soners  in  the  house  of  correction  at  Salford,  in  Lam 
shire,  had  been  brought  up  before  this  Court  in  o 
dience  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  cum  causft,  directed 
to  be  constmed  to  the  gaoler,  in  order  to  be  discharged.     The  warrant 
and  everything    Under  which  Gray  had  been  imprisoned,  and  which  was 

necessary  to 
shew  jurisdic- 
tion must  ap- 
pear on  the 
ikce  of  them  to 

have  been  done  by  the  magistrate.  Therefore,  a  warrant  of  commitment  reciting  that 
*'  whereas  J.  6.  was  duly  brought  before  me  to  answer  the  said  complaint,  and  1 1^  said 
justice  dufy  thereupon^  then  and  there,  in  the  pretence  ae  well  of  the  mid  J.  J.  [com- 
plainant], at  qf  the  said  J.  O.,  did  examine  and  inquire  into  the  proqfi  and  aiitgaiions 
of  the  said  parties  touching  the  matter  of  the  said  complaint,''  &c.,  was  held  bad,  as  it  did 
not  shew  that  the  witnesses  were  examined  on  oath,  or  in  the  presence  of  defendant. 
Semhle,  that  such  warrants  should  set  out  the  evidence  taken  before  the  BiagisAratet. 


part  of  the  return  to  the  writ,  was  as  follows : — 

"  County  of  Lancaster. — To  the  constables  of  Aspull 
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t:Jie  said  county,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  house  of      ^  1844. 
otion  at  Salford,  in  the  said  county,  and  each  of 


Whereas,  information  and  complaint  have  this  day 
made  unto  me,  the  Hon.  Colin  Lindsay,  one  of 
HV^jesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said 
and  residing  within  the  said  county,  by  John 
wn  [at  his  colliery  at  Aspull  aforesaid]  (a),  at 
1,  in  the  s^d  county,  coal  master,  upon  the  oath 
siud  John  Johnson,  that  John  Gray,  of  Aspull, 
said  county,  collier,  did  contract  with  the  said 
JTohnson  to  serve  him  as  a  collier,  at  his  works  at 
aforesaid,  for  the  term  of  twelve  months  from 
st  day  of  September  last,  and  did  afterwards,  to 
'H  the  2nd  day  of  October,  1844,  absent  himself 
liis  said  service,  before  the  term  of  his  said  con- 
^^  "Vras  completed,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  sta- 
^  ^^  that  case  made  and  provided:  and  whereas,  in 
^^nce  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided, 
John  Gray  was,  on  this  11th  day  of  October 
•:iit],  at  Wigan,  in  the  said  county,  duly  brought 
me  to  answer  the  said  complaint,  and  I,  the  said 
5,  duly  thereupon,  then  and  there,  in  the  presence 
^^11  of  the  said  John  Johnson  as  of  the  said  John 
[did]  examine  and  inquire  into  the  proofs  and 
.tions  of  the  said  parties  touching  the  matter  of 
^«iid  complaint,  and  upon  due  consideration  had 
'^U:if,  I  have  adjudged  and  determined  that  the  said 
Gray  did  contract  with  the  said  John  Johnson, 
5  ^^rve  him  as  a  collier  [to  wit,  on  &c.,  enter  upon  the 
«^**^  servicel  for  the  said  term  of  twelve  months,  and 

^a)  The  words  between  brae-  the   Court,  but  Gray  only  had 

V«ta  were  introduced  in  Blaney's  been  brought  up  by  habeas  cor- 

comfflitment,  which,  in  other  re-  pus,  as  it  was  agreed  that  Blaney 's 

^ects,  was  the  same  as  Gray's,  case  should  abide  the  decision  in 

Both  commitments  were  before  the  other. 

VOL.  I.  CO  N.  8.  C. 
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did  afterwards,  before  the  term  of  his  said 
was  completed,  to  wit,  on  the  said  2nd  day  of  Octo^ 
in  the  year  aforesaid,  unlawfully  absent  himself 
his  said  service,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
that  case  made ;  and  I  do,  therefore,  convict  him, 
said  John  Gray,  of  the  offence  and  misdemeanour  afo 
said.     These  are,  therefore,  to  command  you,  the 
constables,  forthwith  to  convey  the  said  John  Gray 
the  said  house  of  correction  at  Salford  aforesidd,  and 
deliver  him  to  the  keeper  thereof,  together  with 
warrant,  and  you  the  said  keeper  to  receive  the 
John  Gray  into  your  custody,  in  the  sud  house  of 
rection,  and  him  there  safely  to  keep  for  the  space 
three  months  from  the  date  hereof,  and  for  your 
doing  this  shall  be  your  sufficient  warrant, 
under  my  hand  and  seal  the  11th  day  of  October,  1 

(Signed)     ^^  Colin  Lindsay,  (l.  8.) 


Bodkin  and  Huddkston  now  contended  against 
validity  of  the  return. — The  document  which  has  bee 
returned  with  the  prisoner,  and  by  virtue  of  which  h 
has  been  kept  in  custody,  has  been  drawn  up  und 
Stat.  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  s.  3  (a.).     Such  instruments  are 


(a)  Section  3  enacts,  that.  "  If 
any  servant  in  husbandry,  or 
any  artificer,  calico-printer,  handi- 
craftsman, miner,  collier,  keeler, 
pitman,  glassman,  potter,  labour- 
er, or  other  person,  shall  con- 
tract with  any  person  or  persons 
whomsoever  to  serve  him,  her,  or 
them,  for  any  time  or  times  what- 
soever, or  in  any  other  manner, 
and  shall  not  enter  into  or  com- 
mence his  or  her  service  accord- 
ing to  hb  or  her  contract,  (such 
contract  being  in  writing  and 
signed  by  the  contracting  par- 


ties), or  having  entered  into  suci 
service,  shall  absent  himself 
herself  from  his  or  her  servi< 
before  the  term  of  his  or  her  con 
tract,  whether  such  contract  shall 
be  in  writing  or  not  in  writing, 
shall  be  completed,  or  neglect  to 
fulfil  the  same,  or  be  guilty  of  any 
other  misconduct  or  misdemea- 
nour in  the  execution  thereof,  or 
otherwise  respecting  the  same, 
then  and  in  every  such  case,  it 
shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  any 
justice  of  the  peace  of  the  coonty 
or  place  where  such  servant  in 


I 


xnatter  of  the  said  compkint/  &c,  are  no  answer  to 

objections,  as  it  is  quite  consistent  with  anything 

is  stated,  that  the  prisoner  may  have  been  called 

»ii  afler  the  case  had  been  heard  in  his  absence.  [Po/- 

J. — The  whole  document  seems  to  be  ungramma- 

[y  it  does  not  appear  that  any  witnesses  were  examined 

qJL]   Rex  Y.  Crowther  (c)  was  a  still  stronger  case  than 

^  present;  there  it  was  held,  that  it  was  not  sufficient 

.    ^^^l^andiy,  artificer,    &c.,  shall  ture  of  the  complaint;  and  if  it 

^^«    to  oontmcted,  or  be  em-  shall  appear  to  such  justice  that 

f^^^^>*cd,  or  be   found,  and  such  any  such  servant  in  husbandry, 

ia  hereby  authorized  and  Sec,  shall  not  have  fulfilled  such 

^t^oweredfUponcomplaintthere-  contract,  or  hath  been  guilty  of 

ade  upon  oath  to  him  by  the  any  other  misconduct  or  misde* 

^^^^"^on  or  persons,  or  any  of  them,  meanour  as  aforesaid,  it  shall  and 

^^^  whom  such  servant  in  bus-  may  be  lawful  for  such  justice  to 

ft  &C.,  shall  have  so  con-  commit  every  such  person  to  the 

I,  or  by  his,  her,  or  their  house  of  correction,  there  to  re- 

,  manager, or  agent,  which  main  and  be  held  to  hard  labour 

^^^  such  justice  is  hereby  em-  for  a  reasonable  time,  not  exceed- 

*^«red  to  administer,  to  issue  ing  three  months,"  &e, 

^*  ^^nruit  for  the  apprehending  (a)  Ante,  p.  171. 

^^*Ty  wch  servant  in  husbandry,  (b)  Ante,  p.  3. 

^^•9  ttd  to  eumine  into  the  na-  (c)  1  T..R.  125. 
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l>^    €3on8idered  as  containing  both  commitment  and'con-        i844. 

in  one :  In  re  Tardoft  (a).     There  are  several 

^<::tions  to  this,  of  which  two  are  clearly  fataL 

1  •    It  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  document 

**^^"t:.    any  witnesses  in  support  of  the  charge  were  ex- 

^■^*^im.ed  on  oath.     In  re  Jones  {b)  is  decisive  on  this 

^*-iJoc5tion.     Paley  on  Convictions,  p.  42. 

•    It  does  not  appear  that  the  witnesses  were  sworn 

the  justice  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner. 

le  words,  **  duly  brought  before  me  to  answer  the 

complaint,  and  I  the  said  justice  duly  thereupon,  then 

there,  in  the  presence  as  well  of  the  said  John  John- 

as  of  the  said  John  Gray,  examine  and  inquire  into 

^^^    proofs  and  allegations  of  the  said  parties  touching 
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to  read  over  the  depodfionB  to  the  prisoner,  if  the  wiW 
nesses  had  not  been  sworn  and  examined  in  his  preBenoe— 

3.  There  is  no  statement  of  the  time  when  the 
tract  was  made.     This  is  requisite,  as  it  may  be  thatth^ 
date  of  the  contract  was  previous  to  the  passing  of  tk^   -  ** 
act  which  created  the  present  offence. 

4.  There  is  no  averment  that  the  defendant  ent 
ed  (a)  into  the  service  of  Johnson  in  pursuance  of 
under  the  terms  of  the  contracts     It  is  to  be  o1 
that  the  3rd  sect,  of  the  4  Gea  4,  c  34,  embraces  twc 
different  cases :  one,  where  a  contract  to  serve,  in  fu- 
ture, is  made,  and  then  the  contract  must  be  in  writ 
ing ;  another,  where  there  is  no  contract,  but  an  ent 
into  scr\'icc  at  once ;  and  it  does  not  appear  to  which 
those  two  cases  the  present  conviction  pointed. 

5.  Neither  the  terms  of  the  service  are  set  out,  nor 
nature  of  the  contract,  so  that  it  may  appear  whether  it 
was  one  properly  within  the  meaning  of  the  4  Creo. 
c.  34.    Best^  J.,  in  giving  judgment  in  DeybeVs  coMei^] 
said,  *^  It  ought  to  appear  on  the  face  of  the  return  that 
the  case  is  brought  accurately  within  the  provisioDB 
the  act  of  Parliament."    Lancaster  v.  Greaves  {c\  whk 
was  a  case  under  the  same  statute  as  the  present,  ifl 
tlie  same  effect.     The  contract  may  have  been  one 
falling  within  the  act  Ex  parte  Johnson  (d),  Johnsa^  t-  ~  ^* 
Reid  (e).     And  for  that  reason  the  terms  of  it  shool^^^ 
be  set  out 

6.  The  evidence  before  the  ma^strate  should  h»^ 
been  stated.  In  re  Tordoft  {/)  clearly  shews  that  do- 
cuments under  a  highly  penal  statute,  as  this  is,  must 

(a)  B]aney*s  case  did  contain  (d)  7  Dowl.  702. 

an  adjudication  of  entry  into  ser-  (e)  6  M.  &:  W.  124.    See  alio 

▼ice.    See  ante,  p.  355,  n.  /»    re   JaekUn  (CoUrii^,  ^*^ 

(6)  4  B.  &  A.  248.  judgment),  ante,  p.  2S3. 

(c)  9  B.  &  C.  628.  (/)  Ante,  p.  180. 
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strictlj  construed^  and  that  no  presumption  in  favour        1844. 

Bern  will  be  allowed.     In  the  absence  of  any  other 

e  formal  document,  this  must  state  everything  ne- 

ury  to  the  validity  of  a  conviction,  and  consequently 

eTidence  should  form  part  of  it     It  is  true,  that 

re  the  document  recites  a  previous  conviction,  and 

F  appears  to  be  a  commitment,  then  the  same  strict- 

is  not  requisite.  In  re  Walker  {a).  Jurisdiction  then 
L  that  need  appear,  for  it  will  be  presumed  that  there 
been  a  good  conviction.  This  is  the  case  in  com- 
ments under  the  Vagrant  Act  (ft),  where  the  com- 
n  forms  recite  a  conviction ;  here,  however,  no  other 
troment  appears  to  exist  than  that  now  before  the 
art 
.  There  is  no  allegation  that  a  warrant  was  issued, 

that  the  defendant  was  brought  before  the  justice 
er  it  [^Pattesofty  J. — Suppose  the  defendant  chose 
ppear  without  receiving  a  summons,  that  would,  no 
3t,  waive  the  necessity  of  serving  him  with  one.] 
astly.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  does  not  per- 
y  appear,  as  the  information  is  not  stated  to  have 
I  made  within  the  county  for  which  he  acted ;  the 
3s  **  in  and  for "  do  not  necessarily  mean  that  the 
ce  was,  at  the  time  the  information  was  made,  ^^  in  " 
Bounty  "  for  "  which  he  acted,  and  it  is  quite  possi- 
"hsA  he  was  not.  The  form  cited  here  is  not  ac- 
ing  to  that  usually  adopted,  which  always  mentions 
place  where  the  justice  b  acting. 

'owUnffy  contra. — As  to  the  two  first  objections,  the 
jcj  on  the  other  side  consists  in  reading  this  instru- 
t  as  a  conviction,  whereas,  in  truth,  it  is  an  order, 
as  such  is  not  liable  to  the  strictness  of  construction 
lended  for.     The  same  fallacy  misled  the  Court  in 

(a)  Ante,  p.  182.  (b)  17  Geo.  2,  c.  5. 
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1844.  In  re  Janes  {a),  where  the  distinction  between  oiden 
and  conyictions  was  not  noticed.  [Pattesan,  J. — Snp- 
posing  that  this  is  an  order,  can  a  magistrate  order  a 
man  to  prison  under  an  act  of  Parliament  without  com- 
plying with  all  its  forms  ?  The  name  of  the  document 
is  not  material,  but  can  you  escape  from  the  de<asion  in 
In  re  Tardoft  (&).]  One  point  of  differeuoey  mt  any 
rate,  between  this  and  a  conviction  is,  that  this  is  not  an 
instrument  on  which  the  evidence  need  be  set  out.  [Bat' 
tesofiy  J. — It  would  take  a  good  deal  to  convinoe  me  of 
that,  though  it  is  not  the  point  we  are  now  upon.]  It  Lb 
important  to  shew  that  this  differs  from  a  conviction  in 
any  respect,  as  then  a  different  prindple  must  be  adq)ted 
in  construing  it  The  4  Geo.  4,  c  34,  is  to '  be  consi- 
dered as  made  rather  for  the  regulation  and  private  ar- 
rangement of  workmen  and  masters  than  as  creating  a 
crime  to  which  high  penalties  are  attached,  consequentiy 
a  commitment  under  it  is  rather  in  the  nature  of  an  order 
than  a  conviction,  and  in  sect.  6  the  conmiitment  is  de- 
scribed as  an  order.  InRex  v.  The  Justices  ofCheshxre{c), 
Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  liis  judgment,  took  this  distinc- 
tion between  an  order  and  a  conviction.  **  The  statute 
directs  the  justices  to  determine  whether  or  not  the 
person  be  guilty,  which  certainly  makes  tiie  prooeedLng 
very  like  a  conviction.  But  still  tiie  adjudication  is  to 
be  by  an  order.  The  distinction  between  an  order  and 
a  conviction  is  decisive ;  namely,  that  in  a  conviction, 
evidence  is  set  out,  in  an  order  there  is  none."  The 
same  distinction  was  observed  in  Rex  v.  77ie  Justices  of 
Staffordshire  (cf),  where  it  was  held  that  no  appeal  was 
allowed,  as  the  document  under  which  a  person  had  been 
committed  was  an  order  and  not  a  conviction.  There, 
the  Court,  no  doubt,  used  the  word  "  conviction"  in  the 


(a)  Ante,  p.  3.  (r)  5  R  &  Ad.  439. 

\h)  Ante,  p.  171.  (</)  12  East,  572. 
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jadgment,  but  It  was  used  as  meaning  adjudication  in        1844. 

contradistinction  to  a  mere  charge ;  and  with  reference 

to  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Rhodes  (a)y  where  a  defendant  was 

oonmiitted  in  execution  under  the  Vagrant  Act  (&),  on 

a  charge  only  of  vagrancy,  without  any  adjudication  upon 

it :  and  it  may  be  observed,  that  in  orders  of  commitment 

under  that  act  the  evidence  is  never  set  out.     If,  then, 

this  be  an  order,  and  liable  to  a  liberal  construction,  it 

fluflSciently  states  that  the  evidence  was  given  in  the 

presence  of  the  defendant,  and  it  will  be  presumed  that 

it  was  given  on  oath.     In  Johnson  v.  Reid(c)y  quoted 

on  the  other  side,  which  was  a  case  under  the  same  sta* 

tnte  as  the  present,  Parkcy  B.,  said  that  a  conviction  was 

not  required  by  the  statute.     [Patteson,  J. — There  is 

no  difficulty  in  the  magistrate  saying  that  he  examined 

the  parties  on  oath.]    That  is  not  usual  in  other  orders, 

as  in  orders  of  removaL     [Patteson,  J. — Those  are  ex 

parte  proceedings;   here  they  are  under  a  very  penal 

act.]    So  were  the  proceedings  in  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of 

Cheshire(d)y  under  the  11  Geo,  2,  c.  19,  s.  4,  and  there 

the  document  was  decided  to  be  an  order.     [Patteson,  J. 

— In  re  Tordoft{e)  b  the  last  decbion  on  this,  and  I 

cannot  overrule  it.]    The  distinction  now  contended  for 

was  not  taken  there,  that  case  was  decided  on  another 

point. 

3.  Even  if  it  were  requisite  to  shew  the  time  when 
the  contract  was  entered  into,  the  act  being  an  ancient 
one,  that  has  been  sufficiently  done  here.  The  date  of 
the  offence  is  given,  and  stated  to  have  been  within 
twelve  months  after  the  contract  was  made,  which 
shews  that  the  date  of  the  contract  was  subsequent  ta 
the  passing  of  the  act  which  created  the  offence.     Thi» 

(a)  4  T.  R.  220.  {d)  5  B.  &  Ad.  439. 

(6)  17  Geo.  2,  c.  5.  («?)  Ante,  p.  171. 

(c)  6M.&W.  124. 


362  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

if^fl^      objection,  too,  arose  in  In  re  Walker  (a),  and  ^ere  the 
commitment  was  held  good. 

4.  No  averment  is  requisite  that  the  defendant  served 
in  pursuance  of,  or  under  the  terms  of  the  oontract 
That  need  not  be  expressed  even  in  an  order  under  the 
4  Geo.  4,  c.  34 ;  but  the  justices  who  made  this  order 
were  acting  under  the  earlier  statute,  6  Geo.  3,  c.  25,  and 
in  that  no  mention  of  entry  into  the  service  is  to  be 
found ;  even  if  the  later  act  be  held  to  require  such  an 
averment,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  former  does.  [Pat^ 
terson,  J. — I  do  not  underetaud  why,  in  the  other  case, 
(Blaney's),  that  averment  of  entry  into  the  ser\'ice  is 
made.  I  do  not  believe  this  conviction  was  under  the 
former  act ;  but,  as  there  are  two,  it  has  been  found 
convenient  to  rely  on  the  one  which  best  suits  the  pre- 
sent purpose.]  The  printed  form  of  this  order  states  it 
to  be  under  the  earlier  statute. 

5.  The  teims  of  the  contract  need  not  be  stated.  The 
defendant  is  sufficiently  within  the  statute  if  the  nature 
of  the  service  is  shewn  to  be  such  as  it  contemplated. 
In  re  Ormerod  [h).  Ex  parte  Johnson  {c)  is  no  au- 
thority to  the  contrary;  the  decision  there  was  that 
there  was  no  contract  of  service  at  all,  not  that  the  terms 
of  it  were  imperfectly  stated.  In  Hardy  v.  Ryatt  (d),  and 
Lancaster  v.  Greaves  (e),  the  Court  did  not  hold  that 
the  tcims  of  the  contract  must  be  set  out,  but  that  the 
service  under  it  was  not  within  the  statute.  Those  cases, 
therefore,  cannot  be  relied  on  as  authorities  in  support 
of  this  objection. 

6.  In  In  re  Walker  (f),  no  evidence  was  set  out,  and 
yet  the  commitment  was  held  good.  Rex  v.  77ie  Justices 

(fl)  Ante,  p.  182.  (r/)  9  B.  &  C.  608. 

\h)  Ante,  p.  38.  (e)  Id.  628. 

(c)  7  Dowl.  702.  (/)  Ami,  p.  182. 
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of  Staffordshire  {a\  already  cited>  is  to  the  same  effect,        l^iA. 
and  no  instance  has  been  produced  where  it  has  been 
held  that  an  order  of  commitment  need  set  out  the  evi- 
dence taken  by  the  magistrate. 

Lastly,  the  answer  to  the  objection  respecting  juris- 
diction, is  given  by  the  counsel  in  In  re  Walker  {b)j 
namely,  that  when  a  justice  uses  the  form  '^  a  justice  in 
and  for  the  county,"  he  means  that  he  is  acting  in  the 
county. 

On  the  following  day, 

Patteson,  J.,  delivered  judgment. — I  was  desirous  to 
have  this  case  argued  throughout,  because  one  or  two 
points  in  it  struck  me  as  being  important  and  deserving 
consideration;  but  Mr.  Cowling  has  satisfied  me,  that 
not  any  of  them,  except  the  two  first,  are  of  a  nature 
which  require  a  decision  now :  and,  therefore,  it  is  that 
I  do  not  express  a  decided  opinion  upon  any  of  them, 
though,  from  my  remarks  during  the  argument,  my 
opinion  on  some  may  possibly  be  collected. 

The  real  question  in  the  case  seems  to  arise  under 
the  principal  objection  which  was  urged.  Here  are  two 
convictions  before  me,  one  of  Blaney,  the  other  of  Gray, 
and  I  must  say  that,  though  it  has  been  so  stated,  I 
cannot  bring  my  mind  to  believe,  that  in  the  latter  case, 
the  magistrates  were  proceeding  under  the  6  Geo.  3,  c 
25  ;  it  may  have  been  so,  but  I  cannot  think  it.  It  is 
remarkable,  that  in  Blaney's  conviction,  there  is  in  the 
complaint  an  averment  of  a  contract  for  service,  and  of 
entry  imder  such  contract,  and  then  an  adjudication  on 
the  same  point.  In  the  other,  the  same  complaint  is 
stated,  but  no  adjudication  follows,  as  in  the  former. 

(a)  12  East,  572.  (b)  Ante,  p.  182. 
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1844.  This  was,  probably,  only  an  acoidcntol  Tarianoe, — an 
omission  by  mistake  of  the  magistrate's  clerk  of  the  ad- 
judication of  entry ;  and  now  it  suits  their  purpose  to 
say,  that  the  conviction  was  made  under  the  earlier  sta- 
tute, in  order  to  cover  the  error ;  it  is  not  material,  cer* 
tainly,  and  I  believe  it  was  accidental ;  but,  then,  the 
mistake  should  have  been  allowed  to  remain  there,  and 
it  is  not  honest  to  fall  back  on  the  6  Geo.  3,  c.  25.  We 
ought  to  have  plain  dealings  in  these  matters,  if  posri- 
ble,  difficult  as  it  sometimes  is. 

The  instrument  is  very  imperfectly  drawn  altogether; 
but  the  question  on  it  to  decide  is,  whether  or  not  it  is 
necessary  to  say,  on  reading  it,  that  the  witneasea  were 
examined  on  oath,  and  in  the  defendant'^  presence.  Now, 
looking  at  the  cases  of  In  re  Jones  {a)  and  In  re  Tar* 
dofHb)y  it  seems  to  me,  we  must  adopt  a  strict  con- 
struction of  the  document ;  and  that,  therefore,  it  is  bad, 
call  it  by  what  name  you  will.  And  I  cannot  be  told, 
that  because  the  act  of  Parliament  has  been  drawn  im- 
perfectly, that  is,  in  general  terms,  this  must  be  con- 
sidered an  order  and  not  a  conviction;  for  if  ma^s- 
trates  are  to  have  power  under  an  act  of  Parliament  over 
an  offence,  then,  any  instrument  by  which  they  convict 
parties  under  such  act  is  a  conviction.  Moreover,  I  do 
not  understand  why,  after  the  words  "  I  convict  him," 
the  magistrate  does  not  go  on  to  adjudge  the  defendant 
to  suffer  such  and  such  punishment ;  that  is  the  usual 
way ;  but  it  may  be,  that  this  form  is  adopted  to  make 
the  document  look  more  like  an  order. 

Then,  what  am  I  to  understand  by  the  words  ^^  duly 
examined  into  the  allegations  and  proofs  ?  "  Does  that 
mean,  that  the  witnesses  were  examined  on  oath  ?  Cer- 
tainly that  is  not  proved  by  the  term  ^^  allegations ;  ^ 


(a)  Ante,  p.  3.  {h)  Ant«,  p.  171. 
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and  I  do  not  think  I  can  assume  that  ^^  proof  must  1844. 
mean  legal  proof  given  on  oath.  The  conviction,  there- 
fore, is  bad,  because  it  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  it, 
that  the  witnesses  were  examined  on  oatL  In  In  re  Tor^ 
dqft{a)y  the  objection  was,  that  the  examinations  did  not 
appear  to  have  been  taken  in  the  defendant's  presence ; 
and,  coupling  that  case  with  In  re  Jones  (b),  it  seems  to 
me,  that,  in  convictions  under  this  act  of  Parliament, 
"which  contained  commitment  and  conviction  in  one, 
(though,  by  the  way,  that  is  another  point,  whether 
they  must  be  so  drawn),  the  witnesses  must  appear  to 
have  been  examined  on  oath,  and  in  the  presence  of 
the  defendant 

As  to  the  necessity  for  setting  out  the  evidence,  I  am 
not  driven  to  determine  that  point ;  it  will,  probably, 
soon  have  to  be  settled,  but  in  this  case,  it  is  not  requi- 
site to  decide  it. 

I  have  spoken  to  the  other  Judges,  and  wish  to  say, 
that  they  agree  with  me  in  my  judgment  on  the  two 
main  points  in  the  case ;  I  mention  this,  that  it  may  be 
understood  as  a  thing  now  settled. 

The  prisoners  were  discharged. 
(a)  Ante,  p.  171.  (*)  Ante,  p.  3. 
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Nov.  13M.  In  the  Matter  of  Nesbitt. 

A  warrant  is-  1-N  this  case,  James  Meade  Nesbitt  was  brought  be— 

tkse^of  T?^""'  ^^^  *^®  Court  by  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  for  the  pur-  - 

rary  for  the  pose  of  being  discharged  from  custody,  on  the  ground  J 

of  J.  N.,  stated,  that  the  warrant  under  which  he  had  been  apprehended  J 

indictedinthe  ^^^  '^^     ^^  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  been  in- - 

Peace  Ofietoi  dieted  in  Ireland  for  a  rescue,  and  a  warrant  for  his  i 

the  county/ 

and  commanded  apprehension  issued  by  the  magistrates  of  Tipperary.  - 

the  police  of  the   ^ti«i»-t^iii 

county  to  ap-  Xsesbitt  being  in  ilingland,  the  warrant  was  sent  over  to  « 

••'him^hi  Mfe  ^^^  country,  where  it  was  indorsed  by  a  magistrate  (Mr. 

^'"^y  ^^P»  Jardine,  a  police  magistrate,  &c)  under  the  44  Gea  3,  . 

have  his  body  c  92,  s.  3  (a),  and  the  defendant  apprehended. 

before  her  Ma- 
jesty's justices 

of  die  peace  at  the  next  sessions,"  &c. : — Held  bad,  as  the  words  ''  Peace  Office  *'  were   '■ 
without  definite  meaning,  and  did  not  disclose  in  what  Court  the  indictment  had  been  pre- 
ferred : — Held,  secondly,  that  a  magistrate  has  no  authority  to  order  the  poUee  to  keep  a 
prisoner  in  custody. 

Semble,  that  the  warrant  was  bad  for  not  stating  that  the  defendant  had  not  yet  appeared 
or  pleaded. 

(a)  The  44  Geo.  3,  c.  92,  side  or  be,  to  indorse  his  name  on 
8.  3,  enacts,  that,  '*  if  any  person  such  warrant,  which  warrant  so 
or  persons  against  whom  a  war-  indorsed  shall  be  a  sufficient  au- 
rant  shall  be  issued  by  any  of  the  thority  to  the  person  or  persons 
Judges  of  his  Majesty's  Court  of  bringing  such  warrant,  and  to 
King's  Bench,  or  any  justices  of  whom  such  warrant  was  originally 
oyer  and  terminer  or  gaol  deli-  directed,  and  to  all  constables  and 
very,  or  any  justice  or  justices  of  other  peace-officers  of  the  count}', 
the  peace,  or  other  person  having  stewartry,  &c.,  where  such  war- 
authority  tu  issue  the  same  within  rant  shall  be  so  indorsed,  to  exe- 
Ireland  for  any  crime  or  offence  cute  the  said  warrant  in  thecoun* 
against  the  laws  in  force  in  Ire-  ty,  riding,  &c.,  where  it  is  so 
land,  shall  escape,  go  into,  re-  indorsed,  by  apprehending  the 
side,  or  be  in  any  place  in  Eng-  person  or  persons  against  whom 
land  or  Scotland  respectively,  it  such  warrant  is  granted,  and  to 
shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  any  convey  him,  her,  or  them,  by  the 
justice  of  the  peace  of  the  county,  most  direct  way  into  Ireland,  and 
stewartry,  riding,  division,  city,  before  one  of  the  justices  of  the 
liberty,  town,  or  place  in  Eng-  peuce  of  the  county  in  Ireland, 
land  or  Scotland  respectively,  living  near  the  place,  and  in  the 
whither  or  where  such  person  or  county  where  he,  she,  or  they, 
persons  shall  escape,  go  into,  re-  shall  arrive  and  land,"  Arc. 
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The  warrant  was  as  follows: —  1844. 

"  County  of  Tipperary,  to  wit — By  the  worshipful         j^^ 
"the  justices  of  the  peace  at  the  general  quarter  sessions      Nesbitt. 
^  the  peace>  held  at  Thurles,  in  and  for  the  county  of 
Tipperary,  the  20th  day  of  October,  1844. 

^^  Whereas  James  Meade  Nesbitt,  late  of  Barrisokane, 
in  the  county  of  Tipperary,  stands  indicted  in  the  Peace 
Office  of  the  county  of  Tipperary  for  a  rescue,  at  the 
prosecution  of  Martin  Corban  and  John  Morgan,  and 
also  for  a  riot,  for  which  he  has  not  received  his  trial ; 
these  are  therefore,  in  her  Majesty's  name,  strictly  to 
charge  and  command  the  police  of  the  county  of  Tippe- 
rary forthwith  to  apprehend  the  said  James  Meade  Nes- 
bitt if  he  may  be  found  in  the  said  county  of  Tipperary, 
and  Aim,  so  apprehended,  in  safe  custody  keep,  so  that 
you  may  have  his  body  before  her  Majesty's  justices  of 
the  peace  at  the  next  sessions  at  Nenagh,  to  be  held  in 
the  said  county,  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  to  answer 
for  the  said  offence,  and  this  shall  be  your  warrant 
Dated  as  above. 

"  J.  P.  Pretter, 
**  To  the  Police  of  the  "  Clerk  of  the  Peace." 

**  County  of  Tipperary." 

The  45  Geo.  3,  c.  92,  recites  Court,  Judge,  or  justice,  that  the 

"^he  44  Geo.  3,  c.  92,  and  enacts,  seal,  signet,  and  signature  upon 

&  the  6th  section,  that,  "  In  all  the  same  are  the  seal,  signet,  and 

^ases  in  which  any  warrant   or  signature  respectively  of  the  Court, 

certificate  shall,  hy  virtue  of  the  Judge,  or  justice,  whose  seal,  sig- 

said  recited  acts,  or  this  act,  he  net,  and  signature  the  same  shall 

required  to  he  acted  upon  in  any  purport  to  he/'            ,^ 

part  of  the  United  Kingdom,  other  The  54  Geo.  3,  c.  186,  repeals 

than  that  in  which  the  same  was  the  previous  acts,  so  far  as  they 

originally  issued,  it  shall  not  be  relate  to  the  proof  required  by 

lawful  for  any  Court,  or  anyJudge  them  of  the  signature  and  seal  on 

or  justice,  to  proceed  to  enforce  or  the  warrant,  and  enacts  that  the 

act  upon  the  same,  until  it  shall  provisions  of  13  Geo.  3,  c.  31, 

be  proved  upon   oath   to   such  shall  be  adc^ted. 
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1844.  (Indorsed).     ''To  all  constables  of  the  Metropolitan 

^"P'     '      Police-office,  and  all  others  whom  it  may  concern. 
Nbsbitt.  "  Metropolitan  Police  district,  to  wit. — Let  thia  war- 

rant be  executed  within  the  sidd  district,  proof  upon 
oath  having  been  made  before  me,  one  of  the  magistFates 
of  the  Police  Court,  Bow-street,  of  the  due  signature 
and  handwriting  of  the  above-named  John  Ponsonby 
Pretter. 

"  Given  under  my  hand  at  the  Police  Court,  Bow- 
street,  this  8  th  day  of  November,  1844. 

"  D.  Jardine." 

Humphretfy  Bodkin,  and  Sturgeon  appeared  ibr  the 
defendant,  and  took  the  following  objections  to  the 
validity  of  the  warrant: — 

1.  That  the  clerk  of  the  peace  has  no  power  to  issue 
a  warrant  of  apprehension,  although  a  Judge  may  do  so 
after  a  certificate  of  an  indictment  having  been  found 
has  been  issued  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace. 

2.  That  the  44  Geo.  3,  c  92^  s.  3,  does  not  apply  in 
a  case  like  the  present,  where  an  indictment  has  been 
already  preferred,  but  was  enacted  with  reference  to 
offenders  who  escape  before  any  proceedings  are  com- 
menced against  them. 

3.  That  it  does  not  appear  that  the  offence  committed 
was  against  the  laws  then  in  force  in  Ireland. 

4.  That  the  term  "  Peace  Office  "  is  without  mean- 
ing, and  may  refer  to  a  court  which  has  no-  cognisance 
of  offences  like  the  present. 

5.  That  the  warrant  does  not  state  tliat  defendant 
has  not  appeared  and  been  admitted  to  bail.  It  should 
negative  that  the  defendant  has  done  anything  which 
would  secure  him  from  apprehension. 

6.  That  the  indorsement  appears  to  have  been  made 
under  the  earlier  statute,  24  Geo.  2,  c.  55,  although  that 
act  does  not  relate  to  Ireland. 
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DowdesweUy  contr^,  contended  that  the  warrant,  being,        i844. 
in  fact,  issued  by  the  justices  in  quarter  sessions,  and         j^^  ^^ 
signed  by  the  clerk  of  the   peace,  was  legal,  as  the      Nksbitt. 
court  of  quarter  sessions  in  Ireland  is,  and  has  been 
from  ancient  times  recognised  as  a  court  of  record  of 
the  United  Kmgdom,  and  the  clerk  of  the  peace  as  an 
officer  of  that  court     (He  cited  statutes  1  &  2  Will.  4, 
c  31,  s.  9 ;  1  Greo.  4,  c.  27 ;  also,  as  to  the  form  of  the 
warrant,   Wilkes^  case  (a),  Rtx  v.  Windham  (^),  1  Hale's 
Pleas  of  the  Crown,  583;  1  Hawkins,  b.  1,  c.  28 ;  Coke, 
2nd  Institutes,  52 ;  Rex  v.  Judd  (c) ;  and  statutes  44 
Geo.  3,  c  92 ;  45  Geo.  3,  c  92 ;  54  Geo.  3,  c  186;  and 
13  Grea  3,  c.  31,  as  to  the  indorsement). 

Patteson,  J. — This  is  altogether  an  extraordinary 
warrant.  Two  objections  to  it  are  fatal  in  this  country ; 
first,  the  term  "  Peace  Office "  has  no  definite  meaning, 
therefore  I  am  unable  to  say  where  the  indictment  has 
been  preferred.  In  this  country  if  warrants  issue  for 
the  apprehension  of  a  person  against  whom  an  indict- 
ment  has  been  preferred,  they  are  under  the  seal  of  the 
court  out  of  which  they  issue,  and  state  that  the  de- 
fendant is  indicted,  adding,  ^^  to  which  indictment  he 
hath  not  yet  appeared  or  pleaded;''  and  for  this  there 
is  a  good  reason,  for  the  warrant  would  not  run  if  he 
had  appeared,  and  been  let  out  on  bail.  Here  there  is 
nothing  to  shew  in  what  court  the  defendant  ought  to 
appear,  or  that  he  has  not  appeared,  and  has  not  full 
right  to  be  still  at  liberty.  The  second  objection  is 
clearly  fatal,  for  the  warrant  directs  the  whole  body  of 
the  police  of  Tipperary  forthwith  to  apprehend  and 
keep  the  defendant  in  custody,  "  so  that  you  may  have 
his  body  before  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  at 
the  next  sessions."    Now,  no  magistrate  can  give  this 

(a)  2  Wils.  151.  (6)  1  Str.  2.  (c)  2  T.  R.  255. 
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1844.        power  to  the  police, — the  police  have  no  prisoiL     The 

In  re         sheriff  is  the  proper  person  to  have  the  custody  of  offen- 

Nesbitt.      ^qyq^  and  they  must  either  be  sent  to  prison  in  the  care 

of  the  sheriff,  or  let  out  on  bail.     The  sort  of  custody 

ordered  in  this  warrant  is  illegal,  and  the  prisoner  must 

be  discharged. 

The  prisoner  was  discharged. 


Tub  Queen  t;.  The  Inhabitants  of  Bloxham. 

The  jurat  of  an  JlN  this  case  a  certiorari  had  been  obtained  to  bring 
which  a  cer-  ^P  ^^  order  01  scssions,  quasnmg  an  original  order  of 
tiorari  to  bnng  |.^q  justices  for  the  removal  of  Thomas  Hemmings,  and 
letnons  was  Elizabeth,  his  daughter,  from  the  parish  of  Bloxham, 
aa  follows :—  in  the  couuty  of  Oxford,  to  the  township  of  Epwell, 
tiiiaTtib^fUy  of*  "^  *^®  ssLine  county,  in  order  that  the  same  might  be 
fftilT^*  quashed  for  the  insufficiency  thereof,  and  the  said  ori- 

W.  M.,  a  com.  ginal  order  of  justices  affirmed.  The  following  affidavit, 
the  Conrt  of      ^^^h  the  notice  annexed,  was  filed  on  obtaining  the  writ 

Q.  B.,"  omit-    ^r  certiorari 
ting  the  worda    "^  certiorari. 

"  before  me."        «  In  the  Queen's  Bench. — Charles  Egg,  of  Banbury, 

In  the  body  of  ^^ 

the  affidavit  in  the  county  of  Oxford,  clerk,  &c,  maketh  oath  and 
toanotiw^'*^  saith  that  he  attended  at  the  last  Michaelmas  quarter 
"  ^""**T?*'  sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Oxford,  and  was 
notice  was  an-  present  when  a  ccrt^n  appeal  agsunst  an  order  made  by 
affidavit,  and  two  justices  of  the  said  county  of  Oxford^  touching  the 
i?  wcreThesc  removal  of  Thomas  Hemmings  and  his  daughter  Eliza- 
words,  "Thia  beth,  from  the  parisli  of  Bloxham,  in  the  county  of  Ox- 

18  the  notice  *         ,  ,  "^ 

referred  to  in  ford,  to  the  township  of  Epwcll,  in  the  same  county, 
affidavit  sworn  camc  on  to  be  heard;  and  that  on  such  hearing  an  order 
SA^dayof***"    ^^  ^^^  quashing  the  said  order,  but  subject  to  the 

Febn]ary,lS44. 

^Signed)  W.  M. :" — Held^  that  the  absence  of  the  worda  "  before  me  "  in  the  junt  was 

ntal  to  the  affidavit,  and  that  the  defect  could  not  be  supplied  b  j  reference  to  the  anneicd 

notice. 
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opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench ;  and  that  John         1844. 
Lioveday,  Esq.,  and  the  Rev.  Charles  Francis  Wyatt,     j*^^  qukkn 
derk,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the    ,  .  ,  ?*  .    ^ 
county  of  Oxford,  were  also  present  at  the  hearing  of    Bloxham. 
the  said  appeal,  and  were  two  of  the  justices  making  the 
8^d  order  of  sessions ;  and  that  he,  this  deponent,  did, 
on  the  5th   day  of  February  instant,  serve  the   said 
Charles  Francis  Wyatt  and  John  Loveday  with  true 
copies  of  the  notice  hereunto  annexed,  by  delivering  a 
copy  of  such  notice  to  the  said  Charles  Francis  Wyatt 
personally,  and  by  delivering  another  copy  of  such  no- 
tice to  a  servant  of  the  said  John  Loveday,  at  his  dwell- 
ing-house at  W.,  in  the  said  county  of  Oxford. 

**  Sworn  at  Banbury,  in  the  county') 

of  Oxford,  this  8th  day  of  Fe-  r 

bruary,  1844.  ' 

"  William  Munton — A  conunissioner  of  the  Court  of 

Queen's  BencL" 

Annexed  to  this  affidavit  was  the  notice  therein  referred 
to,  with  the  following  statement  at  the  foot  of  it : — 

**  This  is  the  notice  referred  to  in  the  annexed  affi- 
davit of  Charles  Egg,  sworn  before  me,  this  8th  day  of 
February,  1844.— Wm.  Munton." 

A  cross  rule  nisi  for  quashing  the  certiorari  having 
been  obtained,  on  the  ground  of  the  insufficiency  of  the 
jurat  of  the  affidavit,  because  it  did  not  appear  to  be 
sworn  before  the  commissioner,  pursuant  to  the  29  Car. 
2,  c.  5,  8.  2 — 

Keating  and  PasKley  now  shewed  cause. — The  affidar 
vit  18  objected  to  on  account  of  the  omission  of  the  words 
**  before  me"  in  the  jurat;  but  that  omission  does  not 
vitiate' it,  or,  at  all  events,  it  is  cured  by  the  allegation 
at  the  foot  of  the  notice,  referred  to  in,  and  annexed  to, 

VOL.  I.  D  D  N.  8.  C. 
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the  affidavit,  inasmuch  as  all  that  is   required  is  an 
authentication  by  the  commisffloner,  in  order  that  the 
Court  may  see  that  the  affidavit  was  sworn  before  a 
proper  authority ;  and  it  is  therefore  sufficient  if  this 
can  be  collected  from  the  whole.    In  Beffina  v.  jSeS- 
stonc  {a)y  where  a  similar  objection  was  taken^  that  the 
words  in  the  jurat  were  "  before  m^,"  instead  of  "  be- 
fore U8y^ two  justices  having  been  neoessarilj  present 
the  Court  held,  that,  being  a  judicial  act,  everj  thing 
should  be  presumed  as  having  been  rightly  done.    Such 
should  be  the  presumption  here,  this  being  an  exercise 
by  a  public  officer  of  a  duty  in  which  he  has  no  interest, 
especially  as,  if  he  signed  his  name  at  the  footof  a  jurat 
not  sworn  before  him,  he  must  be  testifying  to  what  in 
his  own  knowledge  was  not  true.    The  rule  is  distinctly 
laid  down  in  Rex  v.  Whiston  (i).    The  commissioner  pro- 
fesses, at  least,  to  have  taken  this  correctly.     [Ccit- 
ridgcy  J. — Suppose  this  had  been  the  case  of  a  Tn^trVftnuuij 
and  the  jurat  contained  no  statement  of  its  having  been 
read  over  to  him  ?]    There  is  a  prescribed  rule  for  that, 
which  the  Court  always  carries  outmost  strictly;  but  there 
is  no  rule  as  to  this  point     Bex  v.  IVfustan  (b)  is  recog- 
nised in  jRex  v.  Witney  (c),  and  Doe  d.  Nanney  v.  Gore[d). 
Upon  this  principle,  the  jurat  of  an  affidavit,  stating  it 
to  have  been  sworn  before  a  commissioner  in  Ireland 
"  by  virtue  of  a  commission  forth,"  omitting  the  word 
"  issued,"  was  held  sufficient;  Daley  v.  D* Arcy  Mahan{e) ; 
as  was  also  the  description,  ^^  a  commissioner  ^  ^c,  in 
Burdekin  v.  Potter  (/).     At  all  events,  an  amendment 
will  be  allowed,  as  in  £r  parte  Hall{g)y  in  which  case 
an  affidavit  was  sent  back  to  be  made  perfect,  where 
the  commissioner  had  by  mistake  omitted  to  insert  his 


(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  520. 
(6)  4  A.  &  E.  607. 
(c)  5  A.  &  E.  191. 
Id)  2M.&  W.  320. 


(<?)  6  Dowl.  192. 
if)  1  Dowl.,  N.  S.,  134;  9  M. 
&  W.  13. 
(^)8LawJ.,N.  S^Q.&2II. 
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own  name  in  the  jurat.     So,  in  Downing  y.  Jennings  (a), 

WL  mistake  made  by  an  officer  of  the  Court,  and  in  Ex 

joarie  Smith  (b),  one  by  the  judge's  clerk,  was  allowed 

*to  be  amended.     In  Hegina  v.  ShipsUmrupon'Stourij:)^ 

^ere  was  no  reference  from  one  instrument  to  another 

to  make  it  certain,  as  is  the  case  here,  or  it  would  have 

"been  sufficient.     This  is  no  statutory  requirement,  if  it 

^were,  and  had  not  been  complied  with,  the  Court  would 

liold  it  bad.    Regina  v.  Carttoorth  (if).  Rex  v.  JSmden  (e), 

Poole  V.  Hobbs  (/),  and  Potter  v.  Nichohon  {g).    At  all 

events,  the  objection  is  too  late.   Davies  v.  Watkins  (A). 


1844. 


Thb  Qubbn 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
Bloxham. 


Pigotti  contrsL — These  proceedings  are  coram  non 
judice,  and  perjury  cannot  be  assigned.     No  jurisdic- 
"tion  appears  on  the  face  of  the  affidavit,  because  it  does 
not  purport  to  have  been  sworn  before  the  commis- 
rioner.     There  are  two  parties  to  an  affidavit,  the  one 
who  swears  to  the  contents,  and  the  commissioner  before 
whom  the  affidavit  is  sworn.     This  does  not  purport  to 
be  sworn  before  a  person  who  had  any  authority  to 
take  it.     It  may  have  been  sworn,  but  it  does  not  ap- 
pear to  be  before  a  commissioner,  as  the  stat.  29  Car.  2, 
c.  5,  s.  2,  from  which  he  derives  all  his  authority,  directs. 
The  jurat  is  a  very  important  part  of  an  affidavit,  and 
should  be  perfect  as  shewing  the  jurisdiction  of  the  party 
administering  the  oath.     In  Regina  v.  Silkstone  (t),  there 
Was  merely  an  ambiguity,  here  there  is  a  want  of  juris- 
diction.    The  instrument  must  be  perfect  when  the 
oommissioner  puts  his  name  to  it,  and  it  cannot  be 
^mended  by  what  takes  place  afterwards.     If  reference 
be  made  to  the  notice  to  explain  this  affidavit,  the 


(a)  5  Dowl.  373. 
(5)  2  Dowl.  607. 
(c)  Ante,  p.  230. 
\d)  1  Dowl.  &  L.  837. 
{t)  9  East,  437. 


(/)  8  Dowl.  113. 
(^)  8  M.  &  W.  294. 
(A)  2  Dowl.,  N.  S.,  930. 
(0  2  Q.  B.  R.  520. 
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1844.         Court  may  be  called  upon  to  travel  over  several  docft- 
The  Qubbn     ^^^^  to  see  if  a  previous  affidavit  is  properly  sworn.  I 
T  hmM'       f   ^^V^^^  ^*  ShipUm-^pcn^Stouriajy  an  attempt  was  made 
Bloxham.     to  connect  examinations  taken  on  making  an  order  of  re- 
moval so  as  to  shew  jurisdiction.     Lord  Denman,  C.  J^ 
saysy  '^  The  question  is,  whether  the  last  examination 
can  be  taken  as  connected  with  the  first,  or  as  standii^ 
alone.     I  think  it  stands  alone,  and  that  therefore  there 
is  nothing  to  connect  it  with  the  same  justices,  or  witb^ 
two  justices  of  the  county.     It  is  true  the  names 
dates  are  the  same,  but  I  think  that  we  ought  not  to 
left  to  presume  anything  as  to  parties  having  authoritjig 
to  administer  an  oatL"    In  Rex  v.  77he  Justicei  of 
West  Riding  (i),  it  was  held  that  an  affidavit  must 
the  place  where  it  was  sworn.     In  Osbomv.  Taium{c)^' 
an  affidavit  was  held  bad  as  not  intitled  of  any  Coort.^ 
Howard  v.  Brown  {d)  decides  that  it  must  appear  that  tli^3 
person  before  whom  the  affidavit  is  sworn  is  a  comnu^— ^ 
sioner.    Houlden  v.  Fasson  {e),  Pardoe  v.  Terrett  (/). 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — In  all  cases  of  mere  technical 
objections  our  first  inclination  is  to  get  over  them,  if  poe- 
siblc,  so  that  the  merits  of  the  case  may  be  investigated. 
But  we  must  abide  by  positive  rules,  and  there  is  no 
rule  more  wholesome  and  proper  than  that  the  jurat  of 
an  affidavit  should  state  that  which  is  essential  to  its 
validity,  namely,  that  the  oath  was  taken  before  a  party 
who  had  proper  authority  to  administer  it     There  is 
no  difficulty  in  observing  this  rule,  and  the  constant 
course  of  precedents  supports  it     No  direct  authority 
is  cited  the  other  way.     Cases  have  been  fbimd  where 
the  Court  has  sometimes  departed  from  the  strict  rule, 
to  adopt  what,  under  particular  circumstances,  they 

(a)  Ante,  p.  230.  (d)  4  Bing.  393. 

{b)  8  M.&  S.  493.  (e)  6  Bing.  236;  3  M.  &  P.  559. 

(c)  I  B.  &  P.  271.  (/)  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  903. 
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a  compliance  with  it ;  but  the  variety  of  these         i844. 
cieciaioDS  is  with  me  a  strong  reason  for  requiring  the    -T  ^  qubbw 
1  urat  to  be  precise  and  certain.     The  lancniage  of  the  «• 

■'-^  .  .      Inhtbittnte  of 

CTourt  in  Rex  v.  Tlie  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (a),  is     Bloxham. 
^very  valuable, — that  ^^  to  dispense  with  these  forms  is 
only  to  get  into  uncertainty  and  mischief,  and,  by  a 
flrtndn  of  jurisdiction,  to  help  parties  through  that  which 
they  ought  to  look  to  themselves," — and  we  should  invite 
m  d^ree  of  negligence  if  we  departed  from  it.     This 
fleems  to  me  to  be  an  inherent  defect ;  and  I  do  not 
iihink,  that,  when  these  defects  of  jurisdiction  are  pro- 
perly brought  to  our  notice,  we  ought  to  avoid  giving 
ibroe  to  them.     The  result  will  be,  to  cause  more  care 
and  greater  accuracy  in  these  documents,  and  less  occa- 
sion for  such  applications.     I  think  that,  in  the  case  of 
JEx  parte  Hall  (i),  too  much  indulgence  was  shewn  to 
the  omission ;  and  that,  in  Downing  v.  Jennings  (c;,  the 
words  '*  before  me  '*  being  struck  out  did  not  form  part 
of  the  jurat  when  the  words  "by  the  Court"  were 
substituted. 

Williams,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
it  an  unwise  and  unsafe  mode  of  proceeding  to  sustidn 
one  instrument  by  reference  to  another.  Looking  at 
the  affidavit,  and  that  alone,  it  is  open  to  all  sorts  of 
doubt  and  uncertainty.  I  think  that  the  jurat  should 
clearly  be  such  as  is  required  by  the  act  of  Parliament. 

CoLEmDOE,  J. — I  think  that  this  is  not  simply  an 
irregularity,  but  goes  clearly  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
commissioner,  being  of  the  very  essence  of  the  swearing. 
As  to  reference  to  the  other  instrument,  if  we  were  to 
admit  that  in  this  case,  we  might  be  called  upon  in  others 
to  look  at  some  statement  made  at  any  time  afterwards. 

(a)  3  M.  &  S.  494.  (6)  8  L.  J.,  N.  S^  Q.  B.  211. 

(c)  5  Dowl.  373. 
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1844.        I  think  we  must  look  to  the  affidavit  alone.     My  fi 
The  Queen    impression,  as  well  as  his  Lordship^  was,  to  treat 
I  haVtante  of  ^  ^  matter  of  little  importance,  as  being  merely  an 
Bloxham.     intentional  omission.  We  ought,  however,  to  hold  ih 
things  strictly,  both  as  to  statements  and  circum8tan< 
Affidavits  are  to  be  sworn  before  a  commissioner  havi^ 
authority  to  take  them;  but  it  is  perfectly  co: 
with  this  statement  that  Munton  was  not  the 
before  whom  the  affidavit  was  sworn.     If  we  were 
hold  this  sufficient,  we  should  never  see  an  affidi^- 
again  without  these  words  omitted. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — The  affidavit  must  be  sworn  beQ  jib 
a  person  authorized  to  take  it ;  it  is  perfectly  consist"*^  ■  uit 
with  this  affidavit  that  it  might  have  been  sworn  be£5ci=i7re 
some  person  having  no  authority  at  all  to  admi 
oath.  I  had  some  doubt  at  first  as  to  the  suggest 
reference  to  the  other  instrument;  but  that  would  b^^-  ^ 
enable  defects  in  necessary  statements  to  be  suj^pS-^^^ 
by  declarations  made  at  any  subsequent  time,  and 
supersede  the  necessity  of  stating  them  in  future. 

Rule  absolute,  without  costs  {a 

(a)  But  see  Froti  v.  Hayward,  2  Dowl.,  N.  S.,  566. 
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1844. 

The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Wooldale.  ^ov  20th. 

V--I N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  dated  the  The  examina- 
21  at  of  October,  1843,  for  the  removal  of  Joseph  Beau-  ger,  Joseph 
mont  and  Alice  his  wife  from  the  township  of  Upper-  ttated:-— "'in 
thong,  in  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  to  the  town-  Y^'bJ^ 
ship  of  Wooldale,  in  the  aud  riding,  the  sessions  con-  apprentice  to 
finned  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  w.,  by  the' in- 
the  Mowing  case:-  J^S^?- 

The  only  examination  on  which  the  said  order  of  re-  now  produced, 

'^  ^  dated  Sec,,  and 

moval  was  made  was  that  of  the  said  Joseph  Beaumont,  made  between 

and  the  same,  so  far  as  related  to  the  said  Joseph  Beau-  beru  and  m j- ' 

mont's  alleged  settlement  in  the  township  of  Wooldale,  J^;,JJ^J^^ 

was  as  follows : — "  I  am  seventy-one  years  of  age,  my  John  Beau- 

father's  name  was  John  Beaumont,  he  resided  at  Sear-  sided,  inha- 

fold,  in  Upperthong,  and  was  a  cloth-dresser.     On  or  J    •  ^^  ^^ 

about  the  28th  of  March,  1789,  I  was  bound  apprentice  ^'»  »»ou8e  at 

W.,  as  an  ap- 

to  Joseph  Roberts,  of  Cinderhills,  in  the  township  of  prentice  under 
Wooldale,  in  the  said  riding,  clothier,  by  the  indenture  ture,  forsereral 
of  apprenticeship  now  produced,  bearing  date  the  said  Jl^^^^iJ 
28th  day  of  March,  1789,  and  made  between  the  said  one."    The  in- 

,  ,  -  denture  was  as 

Joseph  Roberts,  therein  described  as  Joseph  Roberts,  of  follows  :— 
Cinderhills,  in  the  parish  of  Kirkburton,  and  of  York,  ^^  ^^^^ 
clothier,  of  the  one  part,  and  myself,  therein  by  mistake  ™'2^V?^' 

i/Oaff  Dec  ween 
J.  RobertSi  of 
&c.,  and  John  Beaumont,  witnesseth,  that  the  said  John  Beaumont  hath  put  and  bound 
hinuelf  apprentice  to  and  with  the  said  J.  Roberts,  &c.,  for,  during,  and  until  the  term  of-« 
he  aiiam  aget  twenty-one — thence  next  following  be  follj  completed  and  ended."  Then 
followed  covenants  by  the  said  J.  Roberts  with  £e  said  Joseph  Beaumont,  apprentice,  to 
teach  him  his  trade,  to  provide  him  with  food,  clothes,  &c.,  to  pay  him  3«.  a  year,  and  to 
mllow  him  two  weeks  to  go  to  school  in  every  year  during  the  said  apprenticeship.  The 
conclusion  was,  "  In  witness  whereof  the  partiet  above  named  to  these  indentures  have  set 
their  hands  and  seals,  &c.     (Signed)  J.  Roberts,  Joseph  Beaumont." 

Held,  that,  from  the  whole  of  the  indenture,  and  the  evidence  of  the  pauper  that  he  exe- 
cuted it,  it  was  evident  that  the  name  John  had  been  inserted  by  mistake  for  Joseph,  and 
waB  not  an  ambiguity  so  as  to  vitiate  the  deed,  which,  therefore,  was  admissible  in  evidence 
to  prove  the  settlement. 

And  that,  although  the  statement  as  to  the  term  of  binding  was  imperfect,  yet,  coupled 
with  the  date  of  the  indenture,  and  the  covenants  for  yearly  allowance  and  schooling,  enough 
stated  to  shew  that  the  term  of  binding  was  for  more  than  forty  days  at  least. 
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1844.         called  John  Beaumonty  and  therein  described  as  John 
ThTqueem    licaumont,  of  Holmfirth,  in  the  imrish  of  Aldmondbuiy, 
jf'  and  county  aforesaid,  of  the  other  part ;  1x17  master,  the 

WooLDALE.  said  Joseph  Kobcrts,  resided  and  inhabited  at  Cinder- 
hills,  in  Wooldale,  and  I  lived  with  him  there  for  oonne 
time  before  I  was  bound  apprentice ;  I  also  resided,  in- 
liabited,  and  slept  at  my  said  master's  house  at  Cinder- 
hills  in  Wooldale  aforesaid,  as  an  apprentice  under  the 
said  indenture,  for  several  years  and  until  I  was  twenty- 
one,  and  at  liberty  from  my  master.  My  father  is  one 
of  the  witnesses  to  the  indenture.  When  the  indenture 
was  executed  it  was  lefl  in  the  care  of  John  Beaumont^ 
carrier,  the  other  witness  to  it,  and  when  I  came  of  age 
I  got  it  from  him,  and  have  kept  it  ever  since  ;  I  have 
done  no  act  to  gain  a  settlement  in  my  own  right  mnee 
I  was  apprentice  to  Joseph  Roberts  as  aforesaid." 

The  indenture  of  apprenticeship  above  referred  to  was 
in  the  words,  following,  and  a  copy  thereof  was  duly 
sent  by  the  overseers  of  Upperthong  to  the  overseers  of 
Wooldale,  as  part  of  the  examination  on  which  the  sud 
order  was  made : — 

"  This  indenture,  made  the  28th  day  of  March,  in  the 
29th  year  of  the  reign  our  sovereign  Lord  Geoi^  3rd, 
&C.,  and  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1789,  betweeii  JosejA 
Roberts,  of  Cinderhills,  in  the  parish  of  Kirkburton,  and 
of  York,  clotliier,  of  the  one  part,  and  John  Beaumont, 
of  Holmfirth,  in  the  parish  of  Aldmondbury,  and  county 
aforesaid,  of  the  other  part,  witnesseth  that  the  said  Jo&i 
Beaumont  hath  of  his  own  free  will,  and  with  the  con- 
sent of  and  by  his  father,  John  Beaumont,  has  put  and 
bound  himself  apprentice  to  and  with  the  said  Joseph 
Roberts,  and  with  him,  after  the  manner  of  an  apprentice, 
to  dwell,  remain,  and  serve  from  the  date  hereof^  for, 
during,  and  until  the  term  of- — he  attain  ages  21, — ihenee 
next  following y  he  fully  completed  and  ended;  during  all 
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which  term  the  said  apprentice  his  said  master  well  and  1844. 
faithfully  shall  serve,  &c.  (Here  followed  the  usual  cove-  j^^  queen 
nants  by  the  apprentice).  And  the  said  Joseph  Koberts,  u't^i* 
for  himself,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  doth  Wooldalb. 
covenant,  promise,  and  grant  by  these  presents  to  and 
tcith  the  said  Joseph  Beaumont,  apprentice^  that  he  the  said 
Joseph  Roberts,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
shall  and  will  teach,  learn,  and  inform  him  the  said  ap^ 
prentice^  or  cause  him  to  be  taught,  learned,  and  in- 
formed in  the  art  or  mystery  of  a  clothier,  which  the 
said  master  now  useth,  after  the  best  manner  of  know- 
ledge that  he  or  they  may  or  can,  with  all  circumstances 
thereunto  belonging;  and  also  shall  find  and  provide  to 
and  for  him  the  said  apprentice  sufficient  and  enough 
meat,  drink,  washing  and  lodging;  also  the  said  master 
is  to  pay  his  apprentice^  or  cause  to  be  paid,  three  shillings 
yearh)  and  every  year  during  his  apprenticeship,  and  the 
sidd  master  to  provide  him  all  wearing  apparel  whatso- 
ever during  his  apprenticeship,  and  at  the  end  to  find  or 
cause  to  be  found  two  good  and  sufficient  suits  of  clothes 
according  to  custom ;  and  the  s^d  master  to  aUoto  his 
apprentice  two  weeks  to  go  to  school  yearly  and  every  year 
during  his  apprenticeship ;  and  for  the  true  performance 
of  all  and  singular  covenants  and  agreements  aforesaid, 
each  of  the  parties  aforesaid  doth  bind  himself  unto  the 
other  firmly  by  these  presents.  In  witness  whereof  the 
parties  above  named  to  these  present  indentures  inter- 
changeably have  set  their  hands  and  sealsy  the  day  and 
year  above  written. 

Sealed  and  delivered,  being  first  duly  stamped. 
John  Beaumont,  carrier.  Joseph  (l.8.)  Roberts. 

John  Beaumont,  clothier.  Joseph  (l.  s.)  Beaumont. 

The  following  were  grounds  of  appeal  against  the  said 
order : — 

'^  That  the  oud  examinations  do  not,  nor  does  either 
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1844.        of  them,  disclose  any  ground  of  setdement  in  and 

The  Qubbn    ^<>^'^  ^  OUT  said  township^  other  than  are  all^^  b_ 

I  hab'tenta  f  ^^'^^^  ^^^  residence  there  under  a  supposed  indeni 

WooLDAu.    of  apprenticeship,  which  said  indenture,  as  appears  b_ 

the  examination  of  the  said  Joseph  Beaumont,  being  oi 

of  the  said  examinations  whereon  the  said  order 

made,  is  and  always  was  bad  and  insufficient,  and  no^^i==^t 

obligatory  on  any  person  thereby  supposed  to  be  boun^^^^    « 

apprentice,  inasmuch  as  the  said  indenture  is  and  alwa] 

was  ambiguous  on  the  face  thereof,  both  as  to  the 

son  who  was  intended  to  be  bound  apprentice  thereby 

and  the  term  for  which  it  was  intended  that  he  shoul( 

be  bound,  and  in  other  respects.'' 

^^  That  the*  said   supposed  indenture  appearing  b] 
the  said  examination  of  the  said  Joseph  Beaumont 
be  ambiguous  on  the  face  of  it,  as  in  the 
ground  of  appeal  is  mentioned,  the  said  justices,  at 
hearing  whereon  the  said  order  was  made,  improperiy 
and  contrary  to  law  admitted  parol  evidence  in  explft- 
nation  of  the  said  ambiguities,  as  appears  by  the  sud 
examination  of  the  said  Joseph  Beaumont;    and  the 
said  examinations  whereon  the  said  order  was  made  do 
not,  nor  does  either  of  them,  contain  l^al  evidence  of 
the  supposed  binding  of  the  said  Joseph  Beaumont." 

"  That,  assuming  the  said  evidence  to  have  been 
properly  admitted  by  the  said  justices,  and  that  the  said 
Joseph  Beaumont  did,  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner  in 
the  said  examination  of  the  said  Joseph  Beaumont  men- 
tioned, sign,  seal,  and  deliver,  as  his  deed,  the  document 
in  the  same  examination  described  and  set  forth  as  an 
indenture,  nevertheless  the  said  examinations  whereon 
the  said  order  was  made  do  not,  nor  does  either  of  them, 
shew  that  the  said  Josepli  Beaumont  was  ever  bound 
apprentice  to  the  said  Joseph  Roberts,  in  the  said  exa- 
mination of  the  said  Joseph  Beaumont  mentioned,  the 
supposed  mistake  in  the  said  examination  of  the  said 
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Joseph  Beaumont  being  such  as  altogether  to  prevent        i844. 
the  said  supposed  indenture  from  taking  effect  as  the    xhe  Qubbn 
deed  of  the  said  Joseph  Beaumont."  «'• 

_--_  .  InbabitantB  of 

When  the  case  came  on  to  be  heard^  it  was  admitted  Wooldalb. 
by  the  respondents,  that  the  said  examination  of  the  said 
Joseph  Beaumont,  so  far  as  is  material  to  the  present 
case^  and  the  said  indenture,  were  as  above  set  forth; 
and  it  was  thereupon  insisted  by  the  appellants,  that 
the  said  order  of  removal  ought  to  be  quashed,  for  the 
several  reasons  assigned  in  the  above-stated  grounds  of 
appeal 

The  courtof  quarter  sessions,  nevertheless,  confirmed 
the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench.  If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  shall  be  of  opin- 
ion, that,  on  any  of  the  objections  stated  in  the  fore- 
mentioned  grounds  of  appeal,  the  sessions  ought  to  have 
quashed  the  order,  then  that  order  and  the  order  of  ses- 
sions confirming  the  same  aie  to  be  severaUy  quashed, 
otherwise  both  the  said  orders  are  to  be  confirmed. 

Pickering  and  Hardy,  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses- 
sions.— This  apprenticeship  deed  cannot  be  considered 
void.  The  test  is,  whether  the  pauper  could  be  sued  on 
it  in  covenant,  and  it  is  clear  he  could,  either  in  the 
name  of  ^'  Joseph,''  by  introducing  averments  such  as 
were  suggested  in  Mayehtone  v.  Lord  PalmersUm  (a), 
or  in  the  name  of  ^'  John,"  if  there  were  an  averment 
that  he  was  known  as  well  by  one  name  as  the  other ; 
and  of  this  the  indenture  itself  would  be  evidence. 
3taby  v.  Shepherd  {b\  Evans  v.  King  (c).  Field  v.  Win- 
lew{d),   Gould  v.  Barnes  (e),   Williams  \.  Bryant  {f), 

(a)  1  M.  &  M.  6 ;  2  C.  &  P.  (c)  Willes,  654.   See  note. 

474,  where  a  note  gives  the  form  {d)  Cro.  Eliz.  897,  n. 

of  declaration  adopted.  («)  3  Taunt.  504. 

(Jb)  Cro.  Jac.  640.  (/)  5  M.  &  W.  447. 
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1844.        Hyckman  y.  ShotboU  (a),  Waikins  v.  Oliver  (i),  Clarke  y. 
ThTquun    ^^^^^  W>  Com.  Dig.,  Fait,  E.  3 ;  Bac.  Abr.  "  Grant," 

Inhabitants  of 

WooLDAu.  If  it  should  be  said,  that,  because  the  signature  is  not 
necessary  to  give  Yalidity  to  the  deed,  that  cannot  be 
looked  at,  then  the  Christian  name  may  be  struck  out  as 
surplusage;  and  it  would  appear  that  the  master  coYe- 
nanted  with  ^^  the  said  Beaumont,  his  apprentice,''  which 
description  appears  throughout  The  deed  would  then  be 
good  on  the  face  of  it,  and  the  description  would  make 
the  parties  to  it  sufficiently  appear.  Bex  y.Erminsier  ((f). 
Rex  Y.  Morris  (« ),  Doe  y.  Westlake  (/).  There  is  no  dif- 
ference as  to  mistakes  in  Christian  or  surnames,  though 
formerly  it  was  so  considered.  Button  y.  Wrightman  (y). 
Miller  y.  Trovers  (A). 

But  if  there  be  any  difficulty  as  to  the  person,  CYi- 
dence  of  facts  dehors  the  deed  is  admissible  to  ezphun 
it.  Doe  Y.  Martin  (t) ;  and  the  same  rule  is  laid  down  by 
Parhe^  B.,  in  Lady  Hewlet/s  case,  quoted  in  2  Phillips 
on  EYidence,  p.  286 ;  nor  does  it  make  any  difference 
that  there  is  an  ambiguity  on  the  face  of  the  instrument. 
Doe  Y.  Needs  (A).  The  &ct8  in  this  case,  namely,  that 
^^  Joseph  ^  was  the  person  who  executed  the  deed,  and 
that  no  such  person  as  "  John  ^  was  CYcr  apprentice^ 
fully  proYC  who  was  the  real  party  to  the  deed,  and 
liable  under  the  coYenants  in  it  Lord  Say  and  Sde^s 
case  (Q,  Dowset  y.  Sweet  (wi),  Doe  y.  Hutkwaite  (n).  Brad- 
shato  Y.  Bradshaw  (o).  At  any  rate,  the  question  here 
arises  between  third  persons,  and  CYcn  if  the  parties  to  a 

(a)  Dyer,  279  b.  (A)  8  Bng.  244. 

(6)  Cro.  Jac.  558.  (i)  4  B.  &  Ad.  785. 

(c)  Lutw.  894.  (k)  2  M.  &  W.  129. 

(d)  6  A.  &  E.  698.  (/)  10  Mod.  47. 
{e)  1  Leach,  127.  (m)  Ambl.  174. 
(/)  4  B.  &  A.  57.  (n)  3  B.  &  A.  632. 
iff)  Popham,  56.  (o)  2  Y.  &  C.  72. 
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deed  cannot  explain  it  by  extrinsic  evidence,  there  is  no         i844. 
doubt  that  third  persons  may.  Rex  v.  Cheadle  (a),  Rex  v.     thTSu^ 
IVichham  (M,  Reeves  v.  Slater  (c),  »• 

.  .  ,         ^  ...  InbabitantB  of 

As  to  the  time,  if  there  is  any  ambiguity  in  the  term  Wooldalb. 
for  which  the  pauper  was  bound,  that  amounts  to  no- 
thing, as  then  the  term  would  be  unlimited,  in  which 
case  the  effect  would  be  to  make  the  indenture  voidable, 
not  void.  Rex  v.  WooUianton  (rf),  Bac  Abr.  "  Grant," 
H.  2 ;  BorastorCs  case  (e). 

Hall  and  Pashky,  contriL — This  is  a  patent  ambiguity 
which  cannot  be  helped  by  averment.  Clarke  v.  Isted(f)^ 
Moby  V.  Shepherd  {g).  All  the  cases  cited  by  the  other 
side  are  instances  of  latent  ambiguities.  This  case  is  at 
least  as  strong  as  Miller  v.  Travers  (A) ;  but  that,  like  most 
of  the  other  cases,  was  a  question  as  to  a  will,  where  evi- 
dence of  intention  is  necessarily  admissible.  There  seem 
to  be  three  modes  of  eluding  the  difficulties  caused  by  such 
mistakes:  I.  Estoppel;  2.  By  shewing  that  the  party 
misdescribed  has  been  known  as  well  by  the  right  name 
as  the  name  used ;  3.  Where  the  grant  took  effect  not  by 
deed,  but  by  livery  of  seisin,  and  the  like.  Shepp.  Touch- 
stone, 23.  None  of  these  modes  would  apply  here.  The 
binding  must  stiU  be  by  deed.  Rex  v.  Ditchiryham  (t ). 
The  question  here  is,  who  is  the  person  bound  ?  The 
signature  cannot  cure  the  ambiguity;  for  the  signature  is 
immaterial,  the  sealing  and  delivery  being  the  essentials 
to  a  deed ;  the  writing  in  the  body  of  it,  therefore,  must 
be  looked  to,  not  the  signature.  Shepp.  Touchstone,  56 ; 
Couch  V.  Goodman  (A) ;  Eolle's  Abr.,  "  Fait,''  E.  3,  and 
**  Grant,"  A.  2 ;  Kent  v.  Whichall{l),  Hoye  v.  Bush  {m). 

(a)  3  B.  &  Ad.  833.  (g)  Cro.  Jac.  640. 

(b)  2  A.  &  E.  617.  (A)  8  Bing.  244. 

(c)  7  B.  &  C.  486.  (i)  4  T.  R.  769. 

(d)  1  Bott,  P.  L.  707.  (k)  2  Q.  B.  584. 

(e)  2  Rep.  51.  (/)  Owen,  48. 

(/)  Lutw.  894.  (m)  1  M.  &  6.  775. 
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1844.  Lord  DENBfAN,  C  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  the  ses- 

Thb  Qubbn  ^^^  were  right  in  this  case.  Here  is  a  deed  pro- 
1  ImW*'  ta  f  duc^  ^  ftQ  indenture  of  apprenticeship  binding  Joeejdi 
WoouiAu.  Beaumont ;  and,  in  order  to  know  whether  he  gained  a 
settlement  under  it,  the  first  inquiry  is,  did  he  execute 
the  indenture  ?  Now,  looking  at  the  ezaminationy  it  is 
dear  that  he  did:  he  states  that  he  signed^  sealed,  aod 
served  under  it.  There  may  be  some  little  difficult  m 
the  language,  but  no  ambiguity.  The  party  who  exe- 
cuted is  clearly  the  party  described  as  Josepht  who  is 
spoken  of  throughout  as  the  apprentice ;  "  John"  is  visi- 
bly to  me  a  mistake,  the  name  of  ^'Joseph"  being  that 
of  the  person  who  executed  the  indenture,  whioh  in  all 
cases  is  the  subject  of  evidence. 

As  to  the  term  for  which  he  bound  himself  there  is 
some  little  difficulty,  but  we  cannot  doubt  the  meaning 
of  the  words  to  be — till  he  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  ;  and  his  age  at  the  date  when  the  indenture  was 
executed  being  also  proved  by  eiddence,  that  period 
would  appear  to  be  more  than  forty  days.  We  are  much 
indebted  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer  for  the  learning 
and  research  displayed  in  the  case  WilUams  v.  Bryant  (a), 
though  it  was  unnecessary  for  them  to  give  judgment 
on  the  point,  as  under  the  new  rules  of  pleading  they 
were  not  called  upon  to  go  into  the  question  (6).  But 
that  case  is  in  favour  of  this  decision ;  and  if  there  is  any 
mode  by  which  a  party  can  be  bound,  I  hold  that  it  is 
sufficient  to  enable  him  to  gain  a  settlement. 

Williams,  J. — The  counsel  for  the  appellants  have 
put  the  case  on  the  right  ground,  that  the  question  is, 
who  was  bound  ?  The  binding  to  serve  is  the  principal 
ingredient  in  gaining  a  settlement  by  apprenticeship; 
and  I  agree  that  Joseph  was  the  party  bound  on  the 

(a)  5  M.  &  W.  417.  (6)  Id.  456. 


\ 
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present  occasion.  He  executed  the  deed,  and  there 
must  always  be  some  degree  of  parol  evidence,  by  child- 
ren or  otherwise,  to  prove  the  identity  of  the  man  who 
executed.  Joseph  was  the  man  who  executed  here  and 
served  under  that  obligation.  I  decide  also  on  this 
ground,  that  the  description  ^'apprentice,''  being  ap- 
plied thzDn^out  to  Joseph,  shews  who  was  bound,  and 
then  the  principal  difficulty  is  got  over. 

As  to  the  other  question,  whether  sudi  doubtful 
English  could  vitiate  the  deed,  I  think,  though  it  is  ex- 
pressed in  a  singular  manner,  the  intention  is  clear ;  no 
man  can  doubt  that  he  bound  himself  till  twenty-one, 
at  all  events  for  forty  days. 


1844. 


The  Qukbn 

V, 

Inbabitants  of 

WOOLDALB. 


CoLERiDOE,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  only 
-wish  to  say  that  I  think  this  is  no  question  of  ambiguity, 
but  only  difficulty  of  construction,  which  is  a  very  dif- 
ferent thing  Some  parol  evidence  must  be  received  in 
all  cases.  Take  the  case  of  a  settlement  of  a  name  as 
conunon  as  John  Smith,  you  must  have  some  person 
called  to  identify  him,  so  as  to  apply  the  deed  to  the 
person.  Here  the  name  is  Joseph  Beaumont;  he  is 
called;  he  says,  ^^  I  executed  the  indenture,  and  served 
under  it.''  That  serves  as  a  key  to  the  whole.  Then, 
looking  at  the  deed,  he  is  described  as  the  "  apprentice," 
and  the  term,  ^^  the  said  Joseph  Beaumont,  apprentice," 
must  refer  to  some  one  bound  apprentice ;  then  he  signs 
as  "  Joseph."  Can  there  be  any  doubt  that  the  Joseph 
in  the  latter  part  is  the  same  as  John  in  the  former?  if 
so,  constat  de  persona. 

As  to  the  second  point,  all  to  be  said  is,  you  have  very 
bad  English;  but  the  question  is,  can  you  make  out  the 
sense^  not  by  guessing,  but  from  the  words;  I  think 
you  can.  By  looking  into  the  deed  I  can  find  he  was 
bound  for  forty  days,  for  there  is  a  covenant  for  the 
yearly  payment  of  wages,  and  for  sending  to  school  two 
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1844.  weeks  in  every  year,  bo  that  some  considerable  time 

Tbk  Quben  must  have  been  contemplated.     Then  you  look  at  the 

Inhtbitants  of  ^^^  ^^  ^®  indenture,  and  all  is  complete. 


V. 

liti 

WOOLDALB. 


WiouTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  At  the 
end  of  the  deed  I  find  the  ordinary  phrase,  *^  In  witness 
whereof  the  parties  above  named  to  these  present  in- 
dentures have  set  their  hands  and  seals.''  Then  the 
signatures  are,  ^^  Joseph  Koberts  "  and  **  Joseph  Beau- 
mont" They  seem  to  me  by  that  to  admit  themselves 
to  be  the  parties  mentioned  in  the  deed.  I  am  of  opin- 
ion, that  he  might  have  been  sued  in  the  name  of 
John ;  and  that,  if  he  had  been  so  sued,  he  would  have 
been  estopped  from  denying  that  his  name  was  John, 
according  to  what  the  Court  intimate  in  Moby  v. 
Shepherd  (a),  Hychman  v.  Shotbolt  {b) ;  or  the  pauper 
might  have  been  sued  in  the  name  of  Joseph,  and  then 
there  might  have  been  an  averment  of  his  having  been 
known  as  well  by  one  name  as  the  other,  in  which  case 
the  deed  would  have  been  most  cogent,  if  not  conduave 
evidence  against  him,  as  in  Williams  v.  Bryant  {e\  and 
as  intimated  in  a  note  to  Evaiis  v.  KiTig  (d).  It  appears 
to  me,  therefore,  that  the  deed  is  not  void.  The  only 
remaining  question  is,  whether  the  term  of  binding  is 
sufficiently  defined ;  and  upon  the  prindple,  that,  *^  Id 
certum  est  quod  certum  reddi  potest,"  I  think  that  it 
is  sufficient. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 

(a)  Cro.  Jac.  640.  (c)  6  M.  &  W.  447. 

(b)  Dyer,  279  b.  (d)  WiUes,  554. 
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1844. 

The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Latchford.  ^ov,  2Mh. 

vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  dated  The  examina. 
March  4th,  1844,  for  the   removal  of  Peter  Carter,  anw-der  of  re* 
Manraret  his  wife,  and  Richard  and  Mary  their  children,  ™°J*^  ^™  Y' 

^  ^  '  ^  -^  '   to  L.  was  made, 

from  the  township  of  Warrington,  in  the  county  of  Lan-  after  stating  a 
caster,  to  the  township  of  Latchford,  in  the  county  of  ment  in  t.,  set 
Chester,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  ^^ Mpren- 
opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  following  case: —  ticeship  binding; 

*^  °  the  pauper  to  a 

master  in  W., 

The  order  appealed  against  was  made  upon  examina-  \ '^rj^  ^^^^^ 
tions,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: —  and  a  sufficient 

Richard  Carter  said,  "  I  am  sixty-seven  years  of  age ;  sleeping  forty 
I    married  my  first  and  present  wife,  Mary,  at  the  "jj^h.  tol^ 
parish  church  at  Grappenhall,  in  the  said  county,  forty-  » settlement  bj 

.         •  apprenticeship 

two  years  ago.     I  have  by  my  said  wife  a  son  named  either  in  L.  or 
Peter,  (the  pauper),  who  was  bom  on  the  24th  day  of  the 'pauper 
I>ecember,  1816,  in  the  township  of  Latchford."   [Here  jf.^Pjft^^L"* 
followed  a  statement  as  to  the  apprenticeship  of  the  son.      One  of  the 

..,.  •.•         »    J*  s  -^  grounds  of  ap- 

as  set  out  m  ms  exammation,  intra.]  peai  objected, 

Peter  Carter,  the  pauper,  said,  "  I  am  twenty-seven  J^^^^  wtSed' 

in  W.  by  reason 
of  hit  luiTing  been  apprenticed,  4U  in  the  examination  stated,  and  having  serred  under  the 
said  indenture  in  W.  for  more  than  forty  days,  and  having  slept  in  W.  more  than  forty 
nights  during  such  service,  and  on  the  last  night  thereof." 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  respondents  proved  the  birth  settlement  only,  when  the 
appellants  applied  to  the  sessions  to  quash  the  order,  on  the  ground  that,  the  respondents 
hm^ing  stated  in  the  examination  that  a  settlement  by  apprenticeship  had  been  gained  by 
the  pauper  either  in  L.  or  W.,  the  birth  settlement  in  L.  was  thereby  destroyed;  and 
that,  having  relied  on  the  latter  only,  they  had  foiled  to  support  their  order. 

The  sessions  overruled  the  objection,  upon  which  the  appellants  called  the  pauper,  who 
proved  a  sufficient  service  and  residence  in  both  L.  and  W.,  and  that  he  slept  the  last 
night  in  W.  They  gave  no  evidence  of  the  binding,  contending  that  the  statement  thereof 
in  the  examinations,  admitted  in  thegrounds  of  appeid,  was  admitted  for  all  the  purposes  of 
the  case. 

The  teisions  overruled  this  point  also,  and  confirmed  the  order. 

Held,  1st,  that  the  examinations  were  sufficient  to  enable  the  respondents  to  go  into 
their  case,  and  that,  having  stated  more  than  one  settlement  in  the  examinations,  they  were 
at  liberty,  at  the  trial,  to  confine  themselves  to  the  proof  of  either. 

2Dd«  Tliat  the  binding  stated  in  the  examinations  was  not  such  an  admission  by  the  re- 
apoodents  as  to  render  it  unnecessary  for  the  appellants  to  proye  a  binding  in  support  of 
their  own  case. 

'When  this  Court  discharges  a  rule  in  such  a  case,  the  effect  is  to  confirm  the  order  of 
It  and  subject  the  party  bringing  it  up  to  pay  costs  under  5  Greo.  2,  c.  19|  s.  2. 
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1844.        years  of  age  last  birth-day;  I  am  the  son  of  tbe  '^^^ 
ThTquein    witness,  Richard  Carter.     On  the  16th  of  Fcbntf^-^ 
I  habits  f   ^^^^*  being  then  upwards  of  eighteen  yean  of  ig^    ^^ 
Latchford.    bound  myself,  with   tlie   consent   and  approbation  ^^^^' 
Richard  Carter,  my  father,  to  John  Gregory,  of  4e^^  ^ 
township  of  Warrington,  cordwainer,  for  and  until  tk 
full  end  and  term  of  five  years,  under  a  l^ally  stamped 
indenture,  which  said  indenture  was  duly  signed  by  my- 
self, my  stud  father,  and  my  master,  in  the  presence  of 
each  other,  and  in  the  presence  of  Joseph  WorraD,  of 
Warrington,  who  witnessed  the  same.     The  indentme 
now  produced  is  the  one  under  which  I  was  bound  an 
apprentice.    I  ser^xd  my  said  master  under  the  said  in- 
denture from  the  day  of  tlie  date  of  the  said  indenture 
on  and  until  the  evening  of  Saturday,  the  23rd  of  Do- 
cember,  1837,  when  I  left  my  said  master's  house,  about 
eight  o'clock  in  the  evening  of  the  said  23rd  of  Decem- 
ber.   During  the  time  I  so  served  my  sidd  master  under 
the  indenture  aforesaid,  I  resided  and  slept  at  the  houae 
of  my  said  father  in  the  township  of  Latchford,  in  the 
county  of  Chester,  in  the  summer  months,  and  on  the 
Saturday  and  Sunday  evenings  of  the  winter  months; 
and,  during  the  remainder  of  the  winter  months,  for  five 
nights  in  each  week,  I  resided  and  slept  in  the  town- 
ship of  Warrington,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster.  I  re- 
sided and  slept  in  the  township  of  Latchford,  in  the 
said  county  of  Chester,  for  more  than  forty  days;,  during 
which  time  I  served  my  said  master  under  the  indenture 
aforesaid,  and  I  resided  and  slept  in  the  township  of 
Warrington  for  more  than  forty  days,  during  wluch 
time  I  served  my  said  master  under  the  indenture  afore- 
said.   Afler  I  had  served  my  said  master  under  the  aaid 
indenture  on  the  23rd  of  December,  1837,  I  went  and 
slept  at  the  house  of  my  said  father,  in  the  township  of 
Latchford  aforesaid,  on  the  evening  of  the  sud  23rd  of 
December,  and  I  continued  to  live  and  deep  at  the 
house  of  my  said  father  for  upwards  of  two  years  after 
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edd  23rd  of  December,  until  I  married  my  pre-        1844. 
wife  Margaret,  which  took  place  at   St  Paul's    the  Qubbn 
h,  in  the  said  township  of  Warrington,  about  three   ,  ,  ,  ?' 
ago.     I  was  twenty-one  years  of  age  on  the  even-    Latchford. 
f  the  24  th  day  of  December,  1837,  and  I  never 
d  my  said  maater  under  the  indenture  aforesaid 
the  23rd  day  of  December,  1837.    I  never  did  any 
>  gain  a  settlement  by  renting,  or  in  any  other  way, 
leaving  my  said  master,  and  I  left  him  on  my  ar- 
;  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  I  never  received 
edd  indenture  from  my  master  aforesaid.     I  have 
y  said  wife  two  children,  namely,  &c;  and  I  and 
lid  wife  and  our  children  aforesaid  are  now  resident 
id  actually  chargeable  to  the  township  of  Warring- 

le  indenture  of  apprenticeship  referred  to  in  the 
ination  was  proved  before  the  justices,  and  a  copy 
of  sent  to  the  appellants  with  the  examinations. 
le  following  were  the  material  grounds  of  appeal: — 
It  the  order  and  examination  are  bad  on  the  face 
of;  that  the  examination  was  and  is  insufficient, 
loes  not  contain  legal  evidence  of  any  settlement 
ig  been  gained  by  the  paupers,  or  any  of  them,  in 
Dwnship  of  Latchford ;  that  the  said  paupers  were, 
J  time  of  making  the  said  order,  and  still  are,  legally 
d  in  your  said  township  of  Warrington,  by  reason 
e  said  pauper,  Peter  Carter,  having  been  appren- 
,  as  in  the  said  examination  is  stated,  and  having 
d  under  the  said  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  in  the 
township  of  Warrington  for  more  than  forty  days, 
laving  slept  in  the  said  township  of  Warrington  for 
than  forty  nights  during  such  service  and  on  the 
light  thereof;  and  by  reason  of  the  said  township 
'^arrington  being  the  last  place  in  which  the  said 
er,  Peter  Carter,  completed  the  period  of  forty  days* 

£  £   2 
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1844.        service  and  residence  under  the  said  indenture  of  ap- 
^^-^^      prenticeship." 

The  Qubbn  . 

V,  On  the  appeal  coming  on  to  be  tried^  the  appellanis 

Latchford.  applied  to  the  Court  to  quash  the  order^  on  the  ground 
of  the  insufficiency  of  the  cxaminati(ms  to  sustain  it,  or 
to  entitle  the  respondents  to  go  into  evidence  in  support 
of  it,  inasmuch  as  the  examinations  shewed  that  a  settle- 
ment by  apprenticeship  had  been  gained  by  the  pauper, 
Peter  Carter,  in  the  township  of  Latchford,  or  else  in 
the  township  of  Warrington,  whereby  the  birth  settle- 
ment of  the  same  pauper  mentioned  in  the  examinationi 
was  merged  or  destroyed ;  and  that  the  examinations  did 
not  shew  that  the  said  settlement  by  apprenticeship  had 
been  gained  in  Latchford. 

The  Court  refused  the  application,  and  the  respond- 
ents, having  proved  that  the  pauper,  Peter  Carter,  was 
bom  in  the  township  of  Latchford  on  the  24th  day 
of  December,  1816,  stated  they  should  rely  on  the 
birth  settlement  so  proved,  and  closed  their  case ;  upon 
which  the  appellants  applied  to  the  Court  to  quash  the 
order,  on  the  ground  that,  the  respondents  having  in 
these  examinations  averred  an  apprenticeship  of  the 
pauper,  Peter  Carter,  with  a  service  under  it,  and  reo- 
dence  during  such  service,  sufficient  to  confer  a  settle- 
ment either  in  Latchford  or  else  in  Warrington,  which 
apprenticeship  was  admitted,  and  which  service  and  re- 
sidence were  not  denied  in  the  appellants'  grounds  of 
appeal,  the  birth  settlement  had  been  superseded  or  de- 
stroyed by  the  settlement  by  apprenticeships  and  that 
the  respondents,  having  relied  on  the  birth  settlement, 
had  failed  to  support  their  order.  The  Court  ruled 
against  the  application,  and  called  on  the  appellants  to 
go  into  their  case. 

The  appellants  then  called  the  pauper,  Peter  Carter, 
who  proved  that  he  had  served  John  Gregory  of  War- 
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rington  from  the  16th  day  of  February,  1835,  until        1844. 
the  evening  of  Saturday,  the  23rd  of  December,  1837;    ^he  Qukbn 
that,  dui'infi^  the  time  he  served,  he  resided  and  slept   ,  .  .  *^- 

^*  .  .  .  InhabiUntB  of 

in  Latchford  in  the  summer  months,  and  in  Warrington  Latcbforo. 
in  the  winter  months,  and  that,  during  such  service,  he 
had  slept  more  than  forty  days  in  each  of  those  town- 
ships; that  he  slept  in  Warrington  on  the  night  of 
Friday,  the  22nd  December,  1837 ;  that,  when  he  left 
his  master's  house  on  the  evening  of  Saturday,  the  23rd 
December,  1837,  he  had  resolved  not  to  return  to  his 
service  under  his  apprenticeship,  and  that,  for  a  year 
previously,  he  had  fully  determined  to  vacate  his  ap- 
prenticeship as  soon  as  by  law  he  should  be  able  to 

do  80. 

This  being  the  appellants'  case,  the  respondents  con- 
tended, that  it  failed,  inasmuch  as  no  apprenticeship  had 
been  proved,  the  indenture  not  having  been  produced, 
or  its  non-production  accounted  for.  The  appellants 
contended,  that  the  valid  binding  of  the  pauper,  Peter 
Carter,  to  the  said  John  Gregory  by  indenture  of  ap- 
prenticeship, of  which  a  copy  was  set  out  in  the  exami- 
nations, having  been  averred  in  the  examinations  by  the 
respondents,  and  having  been  admitted  by  the  appeUants 
in  their  grounds  of  appeal,  was  so  admitted  for  all  pur- 
poses of  the  trial,  and  that  the  appellants  could  not  be 
required  to  prove  such  binding.  The  Court  found,  that 
the  said  Peter  Carter  served  his  apprenticeship  with  the 
said  Jc^  Gregory  from  the  16th  day  of  February, 
1835,  till  the  23rd  day  of  December,  1837;  that  he 
slept  in  Warrington  on  the  22nd  day  of  December, 
1837,  and  slept  and  inhabited  in  Warrington  afore- 
said more  than  forty  days  while  so  serving  the  said 
John  Gregory  under  the  said  indenture,  and  attained 
bis  majority,  and  avoided  his  apprenticeship,  on  the 
23rd  day  of  December  in  the  same  year,  and  that  War- 
rington was  the  place  of  his  last  legal  settlement  ao- 
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1844.         quired  under  the  said  indenture;  but  the  Court  ruled, 

The  Queen     ^^^^  *'*^  ^*^*  ^^  *^^  ^^  Peter  Carter's  having  been 
9'  bound  apprentice  to  tlie  said  John  Gregory  was  not  ad- 

Inhabitants  of         .  '*  .        .  °     "^ 

Latcbfobd.  mitted  on  the  examinations  and  grounds  of  appeal,  so 
as  to  render  proof  thereof  by  the  appellants  unnecessary, 
and  therefore  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  ojunion 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the  following  points; 
that  is  to  say, — 

First,  whether  the  examinations  were  suflScient  to 
entitle  the  respondents  to  go  into  their  case. 

Secondly,  whether  the  fact  of  the  said  Peter  hAvii^ 
been  bound  apprentice  to  the  said  John  Gr^ory  wm 
admitted  on  the  examinations  and  grounds  of  appeal,  so 
as  to  render  it  unnecessary  that  the  appellants  should 
prove  the  binding. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  examina- 
tions are  not  sufficient  to  entitle  the  respondents  to  go 
into  evidence  in  support  of  the  order,  or  if  the  Court 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  fact  of  the  said  Peter  Car- 
ter's having  been  bound  apprentice  to  the  said  John 
Gregory  was  admitted  by  the  examinations  and  grounds 
of  appeal,  so  as  to  render  proof  of  the  fact  by  the  ap- 
pellants unnecessary,  then  the  said  order  is  to  be  quashed; 
otherwise,  confirmed. 

Crampton,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions^ — Two 
points  were  made  at  the  sessions,  and  are  reserved  for 
consideration  here.  1.  The  examination  was  sufficient 
to  allow  the  respondents  to  go  into  their  case.  Here  is  a 
statement  of  a  complete  settlement  by  birth,  and  only 
an  imperfect  one  by  apprenticeship.  But,  at  all  events^ 
it  is  quite  sufficient  that  that  which  the  justices  believed 
to  be  a  good  settlement  was  made  out  by  evidence. 
The  removing  justices  may  not  have  believed  the  pauper, 
or  been  satisfied  with  the  proof  of  the  indenture.  There 
is  no  estoppel  against  the  respondents  going  ix&to  their 
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BesideEf,  a  man  gains  no  fresh  settlement  by 
serving  an  apprenticeship  in  the  parish  where  he  was 
bom,  60  as  to  extinguish  that  which  he  deriycd  by  his 
birth.  2.  The  respondents  having  proved  the  birth  set- 
tlement, it  lay  on  the  appellants,  if  they  relied  upon  it, 
to  prove  the  settlement  by  apprenticeship.  There  is  no 
admission ;  the  statements  of  the  pauper  are  not  binding 
on  the  respondents,  who  arc  the  real  parties.  Slatterie 
V.  Pooley  (a)  will  be  relied  on ;  but  there  the  admission 
was  only  evidence  of  the  contents,  not  of  the  execution 
of  the  deed,  and  was  made  by  a  party  to  the  suit. 


1844. 


The  Queen 
lohabitantB  of 

LiATCBFOBD* 


Pashley^  contr^ — The  principle  in  Slatterie  v.  Poo- 
ley  (a)  was  acted  upon  in  Betkell  v.  Blencowe  {b).  It 
is  necessary  to  look  at  what  may  be  called  the  record, 
the  examinations,  and  grounds  of  appeal,  to  see  what 
the  parties  went  to  the  sessions  to  try.  It  was  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  to  procure  a  full  statement  on 
both  sides,  and  it  has  been  decided  that  what  is  not  de- 
nied on  the  grounds  of  appeal  must  be  taken  as  ad- 
mitted ;  as  the  execution  of  an  indenture :  Regijia  v.  St. 
Johrii  Margate  {c)y  where  the  question  of  the  premium 
only  was  raised  by  the  grounds  of  appeaL  If  not,  the 
parties  will  be  obliged  to  traverse  every  single  fact ;  and 
yet  they  are  subject  to  pay  costs  for  immaterial  objec- 
tions. In  this  case,  a  statement  is  made  by  the  pauper, 
-which  the  respondents  adopt,  and  which,  therefore,  may 
be  given  in  evidence  against  them:  Bricknell  v.  Huhe  {d). 

As  to  the  first  point,  the  birth  settlement  was  ex- 
tinguished by  the  subsequent  one  by  apprenticeship,  in 
-whichever  parish  that  settlement  was  gained ;  Rex  v» 
St^  Marxfy  Beverley  (e) ;  but,  in  truth,  the  service  under 

(a)  6  M.  «r  W.  664.  (c)  1  Q.  B.  R.  252. 

{b)  3  M.  *  G.  119 ;  Howard  v.  Smith,    {d)  7  A.  &  E.  454. 
Id.  254.  («)  1  B.  &  Ad.  201. 
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1844.  the  apprenticeship  ceasing  on  the  Saturdaj,  Warring- 

Thb  Queen  ^°>  ^^^  place  in  which  he  slept  on  the  Friday  night,  ap- 

I  habte  tB  f  P®*™  ^^  ^®  examinations  to  be  the  place  of  settlement: 

Latch FOBD.  Rex  v.  Ribchesier  (a) ;  Browne  v.  Spence  (6). 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  have  no  doubt  that  the  re- 
spondents were  entitled  to  go  into  the  evidence ;  for,  if 
any  settlement  is  stated  in  the  examinations,  they  are  at 
liberty  to  prove  it.  It  may  be,  that  many  are  stated  in 
the  examinations,  and  it  is  necessary  that  the  whde 
should  be  sent.  As  to  the  question  of  this  being  an 
admission,  I  am  not  quite  satisfied  with  what  toc^ 
place.  I  think  it  not  improbable,  that  the  appeUants 
were  misled,  and  that  some  mode  might  have  been 
adopted  of  letting  them  know  that  the  respondents  did 
not  intend  to  rely  on  the  statement  as  to  the  sabsequait 
settlement,  and  then  the  appellants,  if  they  thought  it 
advisable,  might  have  adopted  it,  and  proved  it  for 
themselves.  However,  I  cannot  say,  that,  in  point  of 
law,  the  respondents  were  bound  to  do  that,  as  all  that 
the  act  requires  is  the  sending  of  the  examinations  and 
grounds  of  appeal.  I  think,  that,  when  the  respondents 
have  relied  on,  and  proved  any  one  settlement  that  is 
stated  in  the  examination,  it  is  sufficient ;  and,  if  the 
appellants  rely  6n  any  other  that  is  also  stated  in  the 
examination,  they  make  it  their  own,  and  must  prove  it 
in  the  usual  way. 


^ 


Williams,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
that  Mr.  Pashley's  point  is  not  applicable,  and  that  we 
should  be  perverting  justice  to  hold  that  statements 
sent  by  the  respondents  have  any  resemblance  to  ad- 
It  is  possible  that  they  may  have   taken 


missions. 


(o)  2  M.  &  S.  135. 


{h)  Sid.  162. 
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the  pauper's  father  before  the  removing  justices  simply        1844. 
for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  birth,  and  then  that    .j.^^  qubbn 
evidence  may  have  been  extracted  from  him  by  the    ,  ,  ^f- 

^  ,  ^  InbabiUnti  of 

justices,  or  otherwise,  of  a  subsequent  settlement.  If  Latchfobo. 
that  were  conclusive,  it  would  be  to  assimilate  the  doc- 
trine of  estoppel  by  the  statements  oflhe  parties  to  that 
of  persons  over  whom  they  have  no  control.  Unless  it 
be  an  admission  made  by  the  respondents  themselves, 
it  is  not  an  admission  for  the  purposes  of  the  case.  If 
the  appeUants  meant  to  extinguish  the  birth  settlement 
by  a  subsequent  one,  they  should  have  come  prepared 
to  prove  it  regularly  for  themselves. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion^ 
The  question  submitted  to  us  by  the  sessions  is,  whe- 
ther the  respondents  could  go  into  their  case.  Now, 
looking  at  the  examination,  there  is  abundant  state- 
ment of  a  good  birth  settlement.  Then  the  appellants 
say,  that  is  not  enough,  because,  it  is  said,  they  go  on 
to  shew  a  subsequent  settlement  elsewhere,  which,  for 
argument's  sake,  may  be  admitted ;  but  the  justices  re- 
move upon  the  birth  settlement. '  Then,  are  the  respond- 
ents to  be  precluded  from  proving  that  which  they  be- 
lieve to  be  the  true  settlement,  and  upon  which  the 
removal  has  been  made  ?  It  might  happen,  that  the 
subsequent  settlement  by  apprenticeship  might  be  in- 
sufficiently proved,  by  reason  of  the  indenture  turning 
out  to  be  wrongly  stamped,  or  an  improper  premium 
paid. 

I  saw  what  created  the  hesitation  in  Lord  DenmarCs 
mind,  and  I  am  equally  desirous,  that,  while  all  the  pro- 
yisions  of  the  statute  are  complied  with,  they  should 
be  carried  out  with  perfect  good  faith ;  but  I  am  not 
anxious  to  go  further.  Then,  what  has  the  legislature 
made  necessary  ?    All  the  examinations  are  to  be  sent. 
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1844.        and  the  grounds  of  appeal:  the  appellantB  may  admit 

The  Qukbv    *^y  P*^  ^^  *^®  resj^ndents'  case,  but  cannot  compel 
y-  them  to  admit  anything;  if  they  could,  they  might  per- 

lohabitants  of  i  i  /»  i  •         ^  i» 

liATCHFOBD.  haps  savc  themselves  from  tlie  necessity  of  some  proof 
which  they  could  not  give;  as,  in  this  case,  if  the  in- 
denture were  bad,  they  might  admit  it  to  be  good,  and 
take  issue  upon  the  fact  of  residence  only.  That  may 
not  be  the  case  in  this  particular  instance,  as  it  was  pro- 
bably a  misapprehension  on  the  part  of  the  attorney ;  but 
the  principle  is  the  same. 

WiOHTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  has 
hardly  been  contended  that  the  birth  settlement  alone  is 
insufficient;  but  it  is  argued  that  the  examination  sent 
by  the  respondents  contained  a  settlement  destructiye  of 
the  former,  and  that,  having  sent  it,  they  are  bound  by  it 
It  is  said  that  this  is  an  averment  of  the  respondents; 
it  is  not  theirs,  but  merely  a  statement  by  the  pauper; 
the  respondents  are  not  to  be  taken  to  aver  every  thing 
which  that  statement  contains.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
the  sessions  were  perfectly  right  in  their  decision. 

Pashley  then  applied  that  the  rule  should  be  dischaiged 
only,  and  not  the  order  of  sessions  confirmed,  as  that 
judgment  would  leave  each  party  to  pay  his  own  costs. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — All  we  do  here  is  to  discharge 
the  rule  brought  before  us.  But  the  stat  5  Geo.  2, 
c.  19,  s.  2,  enacts,  ^'That  no  certiorari  shall  be  allowed 
to  remove  any  order  of  justices,  unless  the  party  prose- 
cuting such  certiorari,  before  the  allowance  thereof^  shall 
enter  into  a  recognisance  (inter  alia)  to  pay  the  party  in 
whose  favour  such  order  was  made,  within  one  month 
afler  the  said  order  shall  be  confirmed,  their  full  costs 
and  charges."    When  we  discharge  the  rule,  that  of  it-^ 
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selfoonfirms  the  order  within  the  me9.ning  of  the  provi-         ib44. 
sions  of  the  act  of  Parliament.     We  shall  adhere  to  the    xhTqubbic 
ancient  form  of  this  Court,  and  discharge  the  rule.    But  f- 

Inhabitants  of 

the  effect  of  that  will  be  to  confirm  the  order  of  sessions ;     Latchfohd. 

and  it  should  be  understood,  that  all  parties  who  bring 

np  orders  of  sessions  must  do  so  at  the  peril  of  paying 

costs,  should  the  order  brought  up  be  deemed  to  be 

Yslid. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 


O 


The  Queen  u.  The  Inhabitants  of  Honlet.  iVbr.  2(Hh. 


'N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  dated  3rd  The  cxamina- 
of  June,  184?3,  for  the  removal  of  Eli  Wimpenny,  and  an  order  of  re- 
Martin  and  John,  his  children,  ftom  the  township  of  founded  Stated 
Austonley,  in  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  «s  follows:— 
to  the  township  of  Honley,  in  the  same  riding,  the  ses-  whilst  I  resided 

in  S     T  rpntftd 

sions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  ^^  occupied 
Court  on  a  case.  }^- VTcj' 

The  settlement  relied  on  by  the  respondents  was  one  one  J.  T.,  of 
alleged  to  have  been   derived  by  the  pauper  before  Yalueof?/., 
emancipation  from  his  father  Martin  Wimpenny,  whose  ^^  7/.  Tent 
examination,  as  far  as  is  material  to  the  case,  was  as  ^®^  several 

years.     In  the 
follows  : —  year  1821,  and 

"  I  live  at  Cocking  Steps,  in  the  township  of  Honley,  time  that  I  so 
in  the  West  Riding.     The  pauper,  Eli  Wimpenny,  is  ^P^^.*^*^  i 
my  son ;  he  was  bom  at  Holmferth,  in  Wooldalc,  in  the  *l«>  rented  and 

];       ,   ,  ,  occupied  three 

said  riding,  and  has  never  done  any  act  to  gain  a  set-  acres  of  land  at 
tlement  in  his  own  right,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  ©f  tiie°imnuai  ' 
and  belief.    I  am  seventy-two  years  of  age,  and  the  last  V^^^  ^^  ^'hdJ 
place  of  my  lawful  settlement  is  in  the  township  of  I  occupied  for 

one  year,  and 
then  gave  it  ap 
in  the  year  1822  :" — Held  insufficient,  as  not  shewing  forty  days'  residence  ai  the  eame 
time  during  the  occupation  of  both  tenementSi  which  was, essential  to  a  settlement  by  rent- 
ing nieh  tenements. 
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1844.         Honlej  aforesaid.   In  the  year  1821,  whilst  I  remdedat 

ThTqubbic     Cocking  Steps  Mill,  in  the  township  of  Henley  afoze- 

^'       ,   said,  I  rented  and  occupied  between  three  and  four  acres 

Inhabitaots  of 

HoNLBT.  of  land  at  Scott  Gate  Head,  in  Honley  aforesaid,  of  one 
John  Todd,  of  Honley  Moor,  clothier>  of  the  annual 
yalue  of  seven  pounds,  and  for  which  I  paid  aevea 
pounds  rent  for  several  years.  In  the  year  1821,  and  at 
the  same  time  that  I  so  occupied  the  land  of  John  Todd, 
I  also  rented  and  occupied  three  acres  of  land  at  Soott 
Grate  Head  aforesfud,  of  one  John  Bottomley,  of  Me- 
tham,  sugar-boiler,  of  the  annual  value  of  seven  pounds^ 
at  seven  pounds  rent,  which  I  occupied  for  one  year,  and 
then  gave  it  up  in  the  year  1822." 

The  following  were  the  grounds  of  appeal:— 

'^  That  the  examinations  on  which  the  said  order  of 
removal  was  made  do  not  contun  legal  evidence  of  any 
facts  sufficient  to  shew  that  a  settlement  was  ever  ac- 
quired in  our  said  township  of  Honley  by  the  pauperis 
father,  Martin  Wimpenny." 

"  That  the  said  examination  of  Martin  Wimpenny 
shews  no  occupation  or  holding  by  the  said  Martin  Wim- 
penny  of  any  tenement  of  the  yearly  value  of  ten  pounds 
for  forty  days  during  the  year  1821,  in  our  said  township 
of  Honley,  and  that  the  said  examinations  equally  fail 
to  shew  any  such  occupation  or  holding  by  the  said 
Martin  Wimpenny  of  any  such  tenements  of  the  yearly 
value  of  ten  pounds  for  the  space  of  forty  days  during 
any  other  year  or  years." 

On  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  appellants  objected,  that 
the  respondents  had  no  right  to  give  any  evidence  of  set- 
tlement by  renting  and  paying  rent  for  the  land  of  John 
Todd  and  John  Bottomley,  and  they  relied  on  the  said 
grounds  of  appeal. 

The  Court  overruled  the  objection,  and,  after  hearing 
evidence  on  both  sides,  confirmed  the  order  of  removal, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  thie^  Court  as  to  the  admissi- 
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biKty  of  the  said  evidence.  If  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  evidence  was  in- 
admissible,  then  the  said  order  of  removal,  and  the  order 
of  sessions  confirming  the  same,  are  to  be  severally  dis- 
charged ;  otherwise,  to  remain  confirmed. 


1844. 


The  Qubbn 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 

HONLBT. 


Hall  and  Pickering^  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 
— It  is  objected  that  the  examination  does  not  shew  forty 
days'  residence  in  a  tenement  of  the  value  of  \0L  Two 
tenements  of  7/.  each  are  stated,  and  that  they  were 
occupied  at  the  same  time,  which,  prim&  facie,  means 
all  the  time.  Taking  the  facts  to  have  occurred  in  the 
Older  of  time  in  which  they  are  stated,  the  examination 
is  sufficient.  Besides,  unless  a  double  issue  is  raised  by 
the  ground  of  appeal,  it  is  uncertain  whether  the  objec^ 
tion  is  to  the  value  or  the  length  of  residence. 


Per  Curiam,  (stopping  Pcuhley  and  Overend). — It 
raises  both  issues,  and  the  examination  is  insufficient ; 
asi,  if  one  tenement  was  taken  early,  and  the  other  late 
in  the  year  1821,  it  is  consistent  with  the  statement, 
that  there  was  not  a  complete  residence  in  both.  ^^  At 
the  same  time"  cannot  be  taken  to  mean  ^^for  all  the 
same  time." 

Orders  quashed. 
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1844. 

Aov.  20th.     The   Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Sepul.chbB| 

Northampton. 

The  ezamina-  X  HIS  was  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justioei^ 
latSigtothe*'  dated  the  20th  of  December,  1843,  for  the  remoTal 
Bctticmentofa    ^f  ^j^  Adams,  widow,  and  her  three  children,   viz. 

pauper  by  '  '  ' 

renting  a  tcne-  Reuben,  aged  ten  years,  Mary,  aged  eight  years,  and 
1  Will.  4,c.  18,  Thomas,  i^ed  fourteen  months,  from  the  paxish  of  Far- 
jSy!i839?  I     thingston,  in  the  county  of  Northampton,  to  the  pariah 

the'  wisTof^s  ^^  ^**  Sepulchre,  in  the  town  of  Northampton,  in  the 
to  the  pauper      same  county . 

10/.  per  an.  The  examinations  whereon  the  order  was  founded 

in  the  houae  tiu      Jacob  Putley  said,  "  On  the  22nd  of  July,  1839, 

July*  1841 1  and  , 

paid  me  the  I  Ict  a  liousc,  situato  at  No.  10,  in  Leioester-otreet, 

rent  during^  ^^  ^^^  parish  of  St.  Sepulchre,  in  the  town  of  North- 

J?*//?c  /  ~"  *""P*<>^>  *o  Thomas  Adams,  the  husband  of  the  pauper, 

ridge,  J.,  dU-  Ann  Adams,  at  the  rent  of  10/.  per  annum,  exdusite 

the  examination  of  the  parochial  ratcs.     The  said  Thomas  Adama  occih- 

ficlenu/sh'ew  P^  ^^^  ^ousc  till  the  22nd  of  July,  184 1,  and  paid  me 

that  the  occu-  the  whole  of  the  rent  durincr  that  time." 

pation  wa«  °        ^ 

under  tuck  Ann  Adams,  the  pauper,  said,  *^  In  the  month  of 

MrequirSlby  August,  1832,  I  was  married  to  Thomas  Adams,  shoe- 
thc  statute.        maker,  who  at  that  time  resided  at  Weedon  Beck,  in 

the  said  county,  at  the  parish  of  Weedon  Beck  afore- 
said. In  the  month  of  July^  1839,  my  said  husband 
and  I  went  with  our  two  children,  Reuben  Adams  and 
Mary  Adams,  to  a  house>  No.  10,  in  Leicester-street, 
in  the  parish  of  St.  Sepulchre,  in  the  town  of  North- 
ampton,  belonging  to  Mr.  Putley.  We  resided  in  that 
house  till  March,  1842,  when  my  husband  died.  I  am 
now  chargeable  to  the  parish  of  Farthingston.*'  Notice 
of  appeal,  and  a  statement  of  grounds  of  appeal,  were 
served  on  the  respondents. 

The  material  grounds  of  appeal  were  as  follows : — 
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^*  That  the  said  examinations  are  defective  and  insuf-         1844. 
£cient ;  inasmuch  as  it  is  not  therein  stated,  nor  does  it     ^^^  qubbn 
appear  therefrom,  that  the  said  Thomas  Adams  rented    j  i^  ^^Tl  ^  * 
or  occupied  the  house,  No.  10,  Leicester-street,  in  the     St.  Sbpul- 
parish  of  St.  Sepulchre,  in  the  said  examinations  men- 
tioned, or  any  other  house  or  tenement  in  the  said  parish, 
under  a  yearly  hiring." 

^*  That  it  is  not  stated  in  the  said  examinations,  nor 
does  it  appear  therefrom,  that  the  said  Thomas  Adams 
ever  bon&fide  rented  a  tenement  in  the  said  parish  of  St. 
Sepulchre,  at  the  sum  of  10/.  a  year  at  the  least,  for  the 
term  of  one  whole  year,  or  that  he  occlipied  any  such 
tenement  xmder  such  yearly  hiring,  and  actually  paid 
the  rent  for  the  same  to  the  amount  of  10/.  at  the  least, 
for  the  term  of  one  whole  year." 

**  That  it  is  not  stated  in  the  sud  examinations,  nor 
does  it  appear  therefrom,  that  the  ssdd  Thomas  Adams 
resided  for  forty  days,  or  upwards,  in  the  said  parish  of 
St.  Sepulchre,  whilst  renting  and  occupying  a  tenement 
therein  at  a  yearly  rent  of  \0L  or  upwards." 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  it  was  objected  on  behalf 
of  the  appellants,  that  the  examinations  were  defective 
for  the  causes  above  set  forth  in  the  grounds  of  appeal. 
The  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  this  Court  on  the  above  objections.  If  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  sessions  ought  to  have 
given  effect  to  the  above  objections,  or  either  of  them, 
the  order  of  sessions  to  be  quashed ;  otherwise,  the  order 
of  sessions  to  be  confirmed. 

Macauhy  and  A.  Mills,  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses- 
aions. — This  case  is  distinguishable  from  jR^^'Tza  v.  TTieJRe- 
carder  ofP(mtefrajct{ay  Two  objections  were  there  raised: 


(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  548. 
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1 844.        one,  on  want  of  particularity  in  the  description  of  the  tene- 
The  Qubin    ^^^^  9  the  Other,  that  the  occupation  was  not  stated  to  b^ 

?•  under  the  yearly  hiring.     The  first  point  decided  tkt^^'*^'^ 

St.  Skpul-    case,  and  there  was  no  necessity  for  going  into  the  seooni 
It  appears  from  the  examinations  that  the  premises  were 
let  generally  at  a  yearly  rent;  that  the  occupation  was 
for  a  sufficient  time,  and  that  the  rent  was  paid.  Where 
tliere  is  a  general  taking,  and  yearly  rent  payable,  the 
law  will  infer  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year:  Doe  y. 
Watts  (a).  In  Rex  v.  Herstmonceaux  (i),  a  house  was  hired 
for  twenty  guineas  a  year,  the  rent  to  be  paid  weekly, 
and  either  landlord  or  tenant  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  de» 
termine  the  tenancy  at  three  months'  notice  from  any 
quarter-day :  this  was  held  a  renting  of  a  tenement  for 
one  whole  year  within  the  meaning  of  the  6  Greo.  ^ 
c  57.     The  terms  there  used  are  nearly  the  same  as 
those  in  this  examination.     It  is  sufficient  to  state  the 
facts  which  constitute  a  settlement,  and  leave  the  ma- 
gistrates to  draw  the  legal  inference.  Where  a  qnestion 
of  settlement  is  a  legal  deduction  from  facts,  witnesses  can 
only  speak  to  those  facts  from  which  the  inference  is  to  be 
drawn.    In  Regina  v.  Pilkington  (c).  Lord  Denman^  C.  J., 
says,  '^  It  may  be  very  true,  that,  when  the  settlement 
depends  upon  a  single  fact,  known  to  the  pauper,  such  as 
residing,  or  being  unmarried  without  child  or  children, 
it  is  reasonable  to  expect  his  examination  should  conr 
tain  a  specific  statement  of  that  very  fact.     But  it  is 
different  as  to  the  legal  consequence  of  facts."     It 
appears  that  the  premises  in  question  were  let  and  held 
for  two  years;    there  is,   therefore,  nothing  to  shew 
that  the  tenancy  was  interrupted,  as  in  Rex  v.  JBSoii- 
bury  (d). 


(a)  7  T.  R.  83.  (c)  Ante,  p.90;  3  G.  &  D.319. 

\b)  7  B.  &  C.  551.  {d)  1  A.  &  E.  136. 


CHRB. 
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MUUr  BiidBarloWy  contnL — The  examinations  totallj         1844. 
omit  to  state  that  the  occupation  was  under  the  yearly     .p^,  Queek 
hiring ;  and  in  Retina  v.  Tlie  Recorder  of  PontefrcLct  (a)    ,  ,  ,  ?•  .     - 
tliat  ^waa  held  a  fatal  omission.     In  Rex  y.  Banbury  {b)     St.  Skful- 
there  was  a  taking  for  a  year,  and  an  occupation  for  a 
'whole  year ;  but  there  was  a  surrender  in  law  of  the  first 
^^terest,  and,  therefore,  the  tenancy  was  broken.   In  this 
^^^Bn^y  the  examinations  do  not  state  the  occupation  to  be 
ixnder  the  yearly  hiring ;  there  may  have  been  a  surren- 
^^r>  or  the  tenancy  may  have  been  interrupted  in  many 
^^'^ya.     An  essential  fact  in  a  settlement  must  not  be 
teft   to  inference,  when  the  contrary  also  may  be  true 
conastent  with  that  state  of  facts.     In  Reffina  v. 
riM^A  (c)  there  was  no  allegation  of  residence,  and 
^*^^  Court  would  not  infer  it  from  what  appeared  in  the 
^^^^^nination.     In  Reffina  v.  Flocktan(d)  the  dedsion 
to  the  same  effect.     In  Reffina  v.  Wymondham  {e) 
ma  v.  Leeds  {f)  the  same  strictness  was  ob- 
[Cdkrufye,  J. — ^It  is  stated,  *^  He  paid  me  the 
^^^ol^  of  the  rent  during  that  time."]     There  may  have 
a  subsequent  contract.    [Coleridffey  J. — The  ques- 
ts, what  is  the  legal  inference  from  the  words  used  ?] 
!y  do  not  state  an  occupation  imder  a  yearly  hiring. 
^^'^^teridffe^  J. — They  need  not  always  state  that,  if  it  is 
r^^    legal  inference  of  the  words  used.     You  have  the 
^^^   t)f  occupation,  and  that  the  rent  was  paid.     You 
^^^^  either  call  upon  us  to  suppose  that  rent  was  paid 
•J^^^sr  another  contract,  or  that  none  at  all  was  pidd.] 
I^^^^^Jiing  should  be  lefl  to  inference  when  the  fact  can 
^tated,  and  is  an  essential  ingredient  in  the  settle- 
An  agreement  to  let  premises  so  long  as  both 
•ies  like,  and  not  referable  to  a  year,  or  any  aliquot 
of  a  year,  was  held  not  to  create  a  holding  from 

(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  648.  (d)  Id.  535. 

(6)  1  A.  &E.  136.  (0  Id.  541. 

(c)  2  Q.  B.  R.  630.  (/)  Antfc,  p.  186. 

.  I.  F  F  N.  S.  C. 
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1844.        year  to  year,  but  a  tenancy  at  will:    JUchartbam  t. 
Thk  Queek     La^fyridg^  («)• 
Inhabitants  of 

'    St.  Sbpul-         Lord  Denman^  C.  J. — I  think  we  must  adhere  to  the 

principle  of  our  former  deciaions,  the  effect  of  whidi 
may  be  to  secure  more  care  and  strictnefls.  I  think  we 
are  bound  not  to  open  the  door  to  inferences,  and  admit 
anything  as  a  statement  of  a  settlement,  unleea  it  is  one 
in  terms. 

WiLLiABis,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  con- 
tended that  we  have  advanced  so  &r  in  our  decisicms 
that  we  cannot  go  farther  without  absurdity;  but  I 
think  we  must  adhere  to  the  rule,  that  nothing  should 
be  left  to  inference,  but  should  be  distinctly  stated;  if 
not,  it  would  appear  that  we  had  made  a  rule  and  after- 
wards been  startled  at  our  own  doctrine,  and  then  the 
whole  question  would  be  thrown  open  again  as  mnch  as 
ever.  I  see  no  reason  to  consider  Regina  v.  The  Bt- 
carder  of  PontefrcLct  {b)  (which  is  the  last  case)  over- 
ruled ;  and  I  cannot  say  this  was  a  holding  under  the 
contract,  as  it  is  not  necessarily  to  be  inferred  fixun  the 
statement 

Coleridge,  J. — I  am  quite  as  desirous  as  the  rest  of 
the  Court  to  uphold  our  former  decisions ;  but  I  oonfess 
that,  with  considerable  deferencci  I  do  not  agree  with  the 
opinion  of  the  majority  here.  IS  Regina  v.  The  Recorder  of 
Pontefract  {b)  had  not  been  decided,  I  should  have  been 
more  positive  in  my  own  opinion,  and  I  do  not  wish  to  say 
any  more  of  that  case  now  than  that  it  does  not  govern 
this,  and  I  think  Mr.  Macauley  has  drawn  the  right 
distinction.  Then,  without  the  authority  of  that  case, 
I  think  the  statement  here  sufficient.    The  examination 

(a)  4  Taunt.  138.  (h)  2  Q.  B.  R.  548. 
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states  the  letting  and  the  occupation  of  the  house  till  1844. 

July,  1841,  which  would  be  a  sufficient  residence.     It  the  Qubkn 

then  states  that  the  whole  of  the  rent  was  paid,  during  v^-^nt«  f 

that  time.     I  think,  in  all  fidmess,  that  must  be  under-  St.  Sepul- 
stood  in  terms  to  refer  to  the  rent  spoken  of  before, 
namely,  the  rent  under  the  one  contract  mentioned. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  agree  with  the  majority  of  the 
Court,  that  die  requisitions  of  tiie  statute  are  not  suffi- 
cientiy  shewn  in  the  examination  to  have  been  complied 
with.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  we  have  held, 
that,  if  anything  is  left  to  intendment,  the  intendment 
must  be  the  necessary  one ;  and  if  two  intendments  can  . 
be  made,  one  consistent,  and  the  other  inconsistent 
with  the  statute,  it  is  not  sufficient.  The  examinations 
ought  to  contain  a  conclusion  against  all  those  circum- 
stances which  would  prevent  a  settlement  within  the 
statute.  Now,  assuming  (for  it  is  not  necessary  to  de- 
termine it)  that  a  residence,  letting,  and  hiring  for  a 
year  is  sufficientiy  stated,  I  think  the  more  particular 
requirement,  that  it  was  occupied  under  the  yearly 
hiring,  does  not  appear.  This  is  consistent  with  its 
haying  been  under  another  hiring. 

Orders  quashed. 
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Nov.  2Ut.  The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Sidino  of 

YOEKSHIRE. 

(Darton  V.  Bretton  West). 

By  the  13  In  Easter  Term,  (May  8th,  1844),  Pasfiky  had  ob- 

1.5/ no  writ'  tained  a  rule  nisi,  caUiog  on  the  defendants  to  shew 

^foT^mited  ^"^  "^^y  *  ^^^  ^^  certiorari,  which  had  been  issued 

to  remore  pro-  out  of  this  court  to  the  justices  of  the  West  Riding  of 

oeedingi  before  ,             , 

jQiticei,  anlesi  the  countj  of  York,  to  remove  into  this  court  all  and 
that  au^dayi'  singular  the  orders  made  by  them,  or  some  of  them, 
totibe ^ ST"  between  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of 
orjQstioet,  or  Darton,  in  the  said  riding,  appellants,  and  the  over- 
ly amdbrfort  ^eers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Bretton  West,  in 
"^i^^wS^'  *^«  ««»«  ri^^^  respondents,  touching  the  removal  of 
^^'  Samuel  Parker,  his  wife  and  family,  should  not  be 

An  affidavit  

in  fopport  ofa  quashed.     The  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows : — 

certiorari  ^  -^^  ^^^  Midsummer  sessions,  1843,  an  appeal  was 

SoelSad  been  **'  *"^  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  for  the  removal  of 

given  to  J.  T.  Samuel  Parker,  his  wife  and  family,  from  the  town- 

jnatioet  of  the  ship  of  Bretton  West  to  the  township  of  Dalton^  both 

g^P^^  in  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  when  the 

at  which  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 

appeal  men-  *• 

tioned  in  the  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  a  case, 

for  hearing.  On  the  18th  of  November,  1843,  the  attorney  for  the 

dmt*  wITdS'  appellants  caused  a  notice  of  an  application  for  a  cer- 

not  shew  that  tiorari,  to  remove  the  case  into  this  court,  to  be  served 

the  aaid  J.  T. 

and  H.w.  were  on  two  of  the  justices  present  at  the  Alidsummer 


S^ST'  sions,  pursuant  to  the  13  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  5(a).     The 

when  the  ap- 
peal was  heard. 

Snch  notice  of  application  for  a  certiorari  most  be  given  to  the  jastices  pursuant  to  tbe 
statute,  notwithstanding  the  case  which  the  certiorari  is  to  bring  up  has  been  gnntsd  bj 
the  sessions  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court. 

Sembie,  an  affidavit  of  notice  of  application  for  a  certiorari  purporting  to  be  made  by  the 
attomej  of  the  party  applying,  or  hu  clerk,  is  sufficient  without  further  proof  that  snd^ 
person  is  such  attomej  or  derk. 

(a)  Stat.  13  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  5,    shall  be  granted,  issued  forth,  or 
enacts,  that  "no  writ  of  certiorari    allowed  to  remoye  any  convie- 
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aflSdavit  proving  the  service  of  this  notice  was  headed,         1844. 
**  The  affidavit  of  Thomas  Green,  clerk  to  Mr.  Keir,     tbe  Qubbn 
the  appellants'  attorney ; "  and  stated —  ^^  jJiticei  of 

**  That  deponent  did,  on  the  18th  day  of  November,  the  West 
1843,  personally  serve  John  Thomeley,  Esquire,  and 
the  Rev.  Henry  Watkins,  clerk,  two  of  her  Majesty's 
justices  of  the  peace,  in  and  for  the  West  Riding  of  the 
county  of  York,  each  of  them,  with  a  duplicate  of  the 
notice  hereunto  annexed.  And  that  the  said  John 
Thomeley  and  Henry  Watkins  were  two  of  the  justices 
of  the  peace  present  at  the  Midsummer  general  quar- 
ter sessions  of  the  peace,  held  by  adjournment  at  Ro- 
therham,  on  the  3rd  day  of  July  last  past,  at  which 
sessionB  the  appeal  mentioned  or  referred  to  in  the 
notice  hereunto  annexed  came  on  for  hearing,  and  was 
heard  accordingly." 

The  writ  of  certiorari  was  moved  for,  and  granted  on 
the  25th  of  November,  1843,  ^^  on  reading  the  affidavit 
of  Thomas  Green,  and  the  paper  writing  thereto  annexed," 
which  was  the  affidavit  above  set  out,  and  the  notice  to 
the  two  justices  therein  mentioned.  No  further  pro« 
ceedings  were  taken  till  May  8th,  1844,  when  Pashley 
obtained  the  rule  nisi  to  quash  the  certiorari.  It  if  as 
sworn  by  the  appellants'  attorney,  that  he  knew,  from 
personal  conmmnication  with  the  said  John  Thomeley, 
that  the  application  to  quash  the  writ  of  certiorari  was 


tum,  judgment,  order,  or  other  to  the  justice  or  justices,  or  to 

proceedings  had  or  made  by  or  two  of  them,  (if  so  many  there 

before  any  justice  or  justices  of  be),  by  and  before  whom  such 

the  peace  of  any  county,  city,  conviction,  judgment,  order,  or 

borough,  town  corporate,  or  li-  other  proceeding  shall  be  so  had 

berty,  or  the  respective  general  or  made,  to  the  end  that  such 

er  quarter  sessions  thereof,  unless  justice  or  justices,  or  the  parties 

it  be  duly  proved  upon  oath  that  therein    concerned,    may    shew 

the  said  party  or  parties  suing  cause,if  he  or  they  shall  so  think 

ibrth  the  same  hath  or  have  given  fit,  against  the  issuing  or  grant-> 

days'  notice  thereof  in  writing  ing  such  certiorari.' 


•  ff 
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1844.  not  made  at  his  instaocey  or  with  his  knowledge,  or  oon- 

Thb  Qubbn  ^°^  ^^^  ^^^  aaxne  was  believed  to  be  true  with  respect 

m  Justice,  of  ^  *^^  ^^  ^^"^  Watkins  (a). 

the  Wbst 
Riding. 


Hall  now  shewed  cause. — This  rule  was  obtained  on 
the  ground  that  the  affidavits  on  which  the  oertionMi 
was  granted  were  defective,  as  not  shewing  that  proper 
notice  has  been  given  to  two  justices  under  the  statute; 
but  the  answer  to  that  is,  that  in  cases  like  the  present^ 
where  consent  is  given  to  issuing  the  writ»  express  no- 
tice is  not  necessary.  From  the  facts  as  stated  in  the 
affidavits,  and  the  correspondence  between  their  attor- 
nies,  it  is  clear  that  all  parties  had  fuU  knowledge  of  eadi 
step  in  the  proceedings,  and,  if  that  be  so,  it  is  not  oonw 
petcnt  for  the  other  side  to  come  forward  after  a  lapse 
of  time  and  say  that  due  notice  has  not  been  given.  The 
consent  of  the  justices,  that  a  vrrit  of  oertiofari  ahoold 
issue,  was  given  at  the  time  they  granted  the  qiedal 
case  at  the  sessions,  as  they  knew  that  that  was  the  only 
mode  of  bringing  it  before  this  oomrt  The  provinoii 
in  the  statute  regarding  notice  has  never  been  held  to 
apply  where  there  has  been  a  consent  by  the  juatioes; 
and  as  consent  may  always  be  assumed  wheneyer  a 
special  case  is  granted,  it  follows  that  in  that  oaae  no 
notice  is  requisite,  for  it  would  be  idle  for  the  justioes 
to  consent  to  a  case  unless  they  may  be  presumed  to 
consent  to  that  also,  without  which  the  case  would  be 
useless — ^namely,  to  the  writ  of  certiorari  to  bring  it  up. 
The  practice  of  this  court,  too,  shews  that,  in  a  special 
case,  the  consent  of  the  justices  to  its  being  brought  np 
is  always  presumed  to  be  granted,  as  the  certiorari  issues 

(a)  The  case  stated  that  there  expressed  his  assent  to  the  molioB 

had  heen  a  correspondence  be-  fbr  the  certiorari  heing   made. 

tween  the  attornies  for  the  re-  This  fact  was  mentioned  in  ar- 

flpondents    and    appellants,    in  gument,  but  was  not  alluded  to 

which  the  respondents*  attorney  in  the  judgment  of  die  Couit. 
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on  m  side-bar  rule  being  obtained  as  of  course ;  whereas,        1844. 
if  there  is  no  special  case,  arguments  are  heard  on  both    xbx  Qubbn 
ades,  to  see  whether  the  writ  ought  to  issue,  or  not.  xhe  Jnltiociof 
[Patiesony  J. — In  Regvia  v.   Cartwortk{o)  it  appeared     ^Wbit 
there  was  a  case  granted.]     Yes,  and  notice  to  the  jus* 
tioes,  was  held  requisite ;  but  there  consent  did  not  ap* 
pear,  as  it  does  in  this  case.     The  usual  course  at  th6 
Crown-office,  where  both  the  litigating  parties  consent 
to  a  certiorari,  is  to  issue  the  writ  without  appUcation 
to  the  Court,  and  in  such  cases  no  notice  to  the  justices 
18  giyen,     [Pdtteson,  J.,  referred  to  Rex  v.  The  Justices 
of  Sussex  (py] 

Secondly,  it  is  contended,  that  the  affidavits  do  not 
shew  that  notice  of  application  for  the  certiorari  was 
giyen  by  the  proper  parties.  The  affidavit  to  which  the 
notice  was  annexed  is  stated  to  be  that  of  the  derk  to 
the  appellants'  attorney,  which  is  the  same  as  notice  by 
the  attorney  himself^  and  there  are  authorities  to  shew 
that  that  is  sufficient:  Bex  v.  Abergele  {c)^  Regina  v. 
SaOy  {d)y  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Lancashire  {e). 

A  third  objection  taken  to  the  affidavits  on  which  the 
writ  issued  is,  that  the  justices  are  not  sufficiently  men- 
tioned. The  words  used  are,  that  the  said  John  Thome- 
ley  and  Henry  Watkins  were  two  of  the  justices  of  the 
peace  '*  present  at  the  sesmons  at  which  the  appeal  men- 
tioned or  referred  to  in  the  notice  hereunto  annexed 
came  on  for  hearing,  and  was  heard  accordingly;"  these 
afford  prim&  facie  evidence  that  they  were  two  of  the 
justices  before  whom  the  appeal  was  tried.  It  is  dif- 
ficult to  ascertain  with  greater  certainty  than  this  the 
justices  who  were  present  when  the  order  was  made ; 
the  minutes  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  state  the  names  of 
justices  attending  the  sessions ;  but  it  cannot  be  expected 
that  the  names  of  those  actually  in  court  during  each 

(a)  1  Dowl.  &  L.  837.  {d)  9  Dowl.  115. 

(6)  1  M.  &  S.  631.  (e)  11  A.  ft  E.  144. 

(c)  5  A.  &  E.  795. 
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1844.         part  of  the  proceedings  should  be  ascertained.      {_Patt^ 
Thb  Qubbn    ^^^  J* — ^®  affidavit  does  not  in  terms  state  ibeai  pre- 

The  Jo^ices  of  ^^^^>  ^^  *^**  ^^^7  ^^^  *^^  justices  by  or  before  whom 
the  West  the  appeal  was  tried.]  Even  that  would  not  obyiate 
the  difficulty,  for  they  may  have  been  on  the  benefa,  and 
yet  dissenting  from  the  others,  or  taking  no  port  ifritfa 
them.  It  is  enough  that  they  are  sworn  to  be  present 
at  the  sesuons. 

Pashlei/y  contrsL — As  to  the  last  point,  there  is  no- 
thing on  the  affidavits  to  shew  that  the  two  justices 
who  received  the  notice  were  present  at  the  trial  of  the 
appeal;  therefore,  if  any  presumption  at  all  is  to  be 
made,  it  will  be  that  they  were  absent.  It  should  be 
shewn  that  they  were  present  at  the  time:  Rex  ▼.  Gilr 
dersome  (a),  Rex  v.  Rattislato  (ft) :  and  no  other  words, 
or  such  only  as  are  clearly  equivalent,  can  be  admit^led 
in  the  construction  of  a  statute  such  as  this :  PaUer  v. 
Nichoban{c)y  Poole  v.  Hobbs{dy  Nor  is  there  any 
hardship  in  this,  for  nothing  is  easier  than  for  the  par- 
ties applying  for  a  case  to  take  notice  what  magistxates 
are  sitting  at  that  time,  in  order  that  they  may  know 
the  proper  persons  to  serve  with  notice  of  application 
for  a  certiorari  aflerwards.  As  to  the  first  pointy  the 
reason  of  the  statute  shews  the  necessity  of  requiring 
notice  to  be  given,  even  after  a  special  case  has  been 
granted ;  for  it  may  well  be  that  a  justice  by  whom  an 
appeal  has  been  decided,  and  who  has  been  induced  to 
allow  a  case,  may  afterwards  change  his  mind  as  to  the 
propriety  of  doing  so,  and  determine  to  shew  cause,  on 
notice  being  given  him  of  an  application  for  a  certiorari. 
But,  besides  that,  Rex  v.  7%e  Justices  of  Sussex  (e)  and 
Regina  v.  Cartworth(f)  are  decisive  authorities.     And 

(a)  13Law  J.,N.S.,  M.C.,46.  (d)  8  Dowl.  113. 

(b)  5  Dowl.  539.  (e)  1  M.  &  S.  631. 
(e)  8  M.  &  W.  294.  (/)  1  DowL  &  L.  837. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  8  VICT.  411 

it  is  to  be  observed,  that,  in  the  former  case,  the  distino-        1844. 
tion  now  sought  to  be  established  was  expressly  noticed    rpg^  Qubew 
in  the  alignment ;  but  yet  the  notice  was  held  requisite.  «-»*''. 
The  provisions  of  the  statute  must  be  strictly  followed :     Ae  West 
Lewis  V.  Lord  TankermlU  (a).  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  the 
West,  Riding  (J).     Thirdly,  there  is  nothing  in  the  affi- 
davits to  shew  that  the  person  coming  to  this  court  for 
m  certiorari  was  the  attorney  then  acting  for  the  over- 
seers, and,  as  such,  authorised  to  give  notice ;  for,  even 
if  a  Kotice  to  the  justices  by  the  attorney  for  the  over^ 
seers  be  good,  it  should  be  shewn  that  the  person  giving 
it  fills  that  character.   There  should,  therefore,  have  been 
in  this  case  an  affidavit  stating  that  Mr.  Keir  was  the 
appellants'  attorney. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Patteson,  J.,  now  delivered  judgment — In  this  case 
several  objections  were  taken  to  the  granting  the  certio- 
rari. The  first  was,  that,  a  case  having  been  granted 
by  the  justices  at  the  general  quarter  sessions,  there 
was  no  necessity  of  serving  on  two  justices  the  notice  of 
the  intention  to  apply  for  the  writ,  as  required  by  the 
statute.  But  on  looking  at  the  case  of  Rex  v.  The  Jus^ 
tiees  of  Sussex  (c),  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  Court  has 
already  determined  that  not  to  be  sufficient;  and,  there- 
fore, I  cannot  take  upon  myself  to  overrule  that  case, 
and  say  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  serve  notice  on  the 
justices,  notwithstanding  the  sessions  granted  a  case. 
Then  the  question  is,  whether  a  sufficient  notice  has  been 
served  under  the  13  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  5.  Another  point 
was  also  r^sed,  which,  however,  it  is  not  necessary  to  de- 
termine, whether  in  this  case  the  notice  was  given  by  the 
right  party,  inasmuch  as  it  was  given  by  the  derk,  who 
swears  he  is  the  clerk  of  Mr.  Keir,  the  attorney  who 

(a)  11  M.  &  W.  109.      (b)  3  M.  6^  S.  497.      (e)  1  M.  &  S.  631. 


Riouie. 
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1844.        acted  on  behalf  of  the  parish.     That  is  merely  part  of 
The  Qubbn    ^  description,  no  positive  statement     In  Begina  v. 

,  ^•.       .    The  Justices  of  LanccLshire  (a),  it  was  held  that  the  no- 
The  JuBtioes  of  .  -^     ,  ^  ' 

xh»  WitT  tice  might  be  given  by  the  attorney  of  the  parly  in- 
tending to  move :  the  affidavit  there  was  made  by  one  of 
the  attomies  himself,  but  it  did  not  appear  that  he  him- 
self had  signed  the  notice,  or  had  authority  fix>m  the 
party ;  therefore,  that  case  is  like  the  present.  The  act 
does  not  require  that  the  notice  should  be  signed,  but 
only  given  by  the  parties.  It  is  not,  however,  neoesauy 
to  give  a  positive  opinion,  but  the  inclination  of  my 
mind  is  that  this  is  sufficient.  Then  the  question  is, 
whether  the  right  magistrates  have  been  served.  [His 
Lordship  read  the  section.]  This  is  an  order  of  seBMona^ 
and  it  is  sworn  by  Green,  that  he  served  Mr.  Thomeley 
and  Mr.  Watkins  with  a  duplicate  of  the  notice.  There 
is  no  affidavit  on  the  part  of  the  person  making  this  ap- 
plication, that  these  two  justices  were  not  present  at  the 
hearing,  nor  is  there  any  on  the  other  side  shewing  that 
they  actually  were,  as  Mr.  PashJey  relies  on  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  original  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  was 
moved.  It  is  certainly  consistent  with  that  affidavit, 
that  these  gentlemen  were  present  at  the  general  quar- 
ter sessions,  which  in  law  are  presumed  to  be  one  day; 
but  it  is  also  quite  consistent  with  it,  that  they  were 
not,  as  we  know  in  point  of  fact  that  they  sometimes 
last  several  days.  It  is  not  stated  that  they  were  pre- 
sent when  the  case  was  heard,  and  they  may  have  been 
there  part  of  the  day,  but  not  when  the  i^>peal  was 
tried.  It  is  certainly  unfortunate,  but  I  think  we  must 
hold  strictly  to  the  terms  of  the  statute,  and  that  the 
affidavit  should  shew  that  the  two  justices  were  actually 
on  the  bench  at  the  time  the  appeal  was  heard.  Theio 
is  not  even  a  supplemental  affidavit  to  supply  that^de- 

(a)  11  A.  &  E.  144. 
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ficlency.    The  rule,  therefore,  for  quashing  the  certiorari 

must  be  made  absolute.  j^^  ^^^^ 

Sule  absolute  (a).  v. 

The  Jiuticei  of 

(a)  The  two  next  oases  were  also  decided  during  this  term.  ^"  West 

^  '                                                                        ^  Rising. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Herefordshire.  j^     zotJL 

t^OOKE  applied  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  hring  up  an  order  made  Where,  on  the 
at  the  Michaelmas  quarter  sessions  for  the  county  of  Hereford,  con-  trial  of  an  ap- 
firming  an  order  of  two  justices,  dated  the  29th  April,  1844,  for  the  S3ir"5*°*mo^ 
removal  of  Eleanor  Symonds,  widow,  from  the  parish  of  Whithome,  val.  a  magis- 
in  the  county  of  Hereford,  to  the  parish  of  Sackley,  in  the  county  tf»te  who  was 
of  Worcester.    He  moved  on  an  affidavit  which  stated  that  notice  of  K^^JSiJ^a 
the  intention  to  apply  for  a  certiorari  required  hy  the  13  Qeo.  2,   rate-payer  in 
c  18,  8.  5,  was  given  hy  the  appellants  to  John  Bamely,  Esq.,  and  the  respondent 
John  Freeman,  Esq.,  two  magistrates  for  the  county  of  Hereford,   STdcteri^u 
who  were  present  in  court  at  the  time  of  making  the  order.  tion  of  the  ap- 

peal,  stated  he 
Skinner^  for  the  justices,  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance  on  the   shoald  not  take 

ibHowing  affidavit,  made  by  Mr.  Freeman,  one  of  the  justices  on   P***  Z17^  ^ 
whom  the  notice  was  served :-— **  John  Freeman,  of  &c.,  maketh  iagBi—SembU 
oath  and  saith,  that  he  was  present  at  the  last  quarter  sessions  held  that  serrice  of 
at  Hereford,  for  the  said  county  of  Hereford,  on  Monday,  the  14th  °°^  uponhim 
day  of  October,  1844 ;  that  he  was  in  court  when  an  appeal  between   ^  apply  for  a 
the  parishes  of  Sackley  and  Whitbome  was  called  on ;  and  that,  upon  certiorari  was 
mn  observation  being  made  1}y  the  appellants,  that  there  was  a  large   ii^^^ient. 
nte-payer  of  Whitbome  on  the  bench,  he  immediately  stated  he  had 
not  taken  any  part  whatever  in  the  proceedings  of  the  Court  as  re- 
garded the  said  appeal,  and  that  he  did  not  intend  to  vote  or  act, 
and  that  he  did  not  act  or  interfere  in  the  determination  of  the  said 
i^peaL" 

Patteson,  J. — It  seems  to  me  to  have  been  very  absurd  in  the 
appellants  to  select  a  magistrate  who  had  made  such  an  observation ; 
and  1  am  of  opinion,  that,  if,  during  the  appeal,  and  before  the  deci* 
aion  was  given,  the  magistrate  had  said  that  he  did  not  intend  to 
take  any  part  in  the  proceedings,  and  should  not  vote  on  the  occa- 
aioo,  then  the  service  of  the  notice  on  him  would  be  insufficient,  as 
he  would  not  be  "  a  justice  by  and  before  whom  the  order  or  pro- 
ceeding was  had  or  made  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute ;  but, 
as  this  fact  might  have  been  contradicted  if  a  motion  had  been  made 
to  quash  the  certiorari,  it  is  but  right  that  the  appellants  should  have 

an  opportunity  of  answering  the  affidavit. 

Rule  granted. 
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Nov,  23rJ.  The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Cork  wall. 

Service  of  no-  1n  this  term,  Greenwood  had  ohtained  a  rule  for  a  certionur^   ^  '^ 

ticc  of  certio-  move  into  this  court  an  order  ofteMiions  confirming  on  order    ^if^ 

jnsticM  sworn  j^'^^^^'  as  to  the  settlement  and  expenses  of  a  pauper  lunatic     V||*^ 

to  have  been  9  Geo.  4,  c.  40,  s.  42,  upon  an  affidavit  which  set  out  several    c>9^ 

preeaU  ^^^^e  ^j^ug  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  order  of  justices;  and  that   mmO^ 

appeal— Held  ®^  *^*  application  had  been  served  on  two  justices  who  were  Bev^*™^ 

sufficient.  present  at  the  hearing  of  the  appeal. 
An  order  of 

Mssions,  con-         Merhale  objected,  1 .  That  sufficient  notice  had  not  been  «i^«^«*  ■* 
firmuig  an  "'  ^         ^  \ 

order  of  jus-       required  by  5  €reo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  2,  and  cited  il«$rtfia  v.  CsrteKMt^  C  '/' 

tices,  when  re-  Regvna  v.  The  JusUcet  of  the  West  Riding  (6).     [  Wightnuuh  ^ ^^ 

S^^bj^w-^  says  they  were  present  at  the  hearing.   I  think  that  will  do.]  2-    "^^ 

tiorari,  does  not  statute  presumes  the  existence  of  some  order  previous  to  the  ord.^^  ^ 

ex  necessitate  sessions.    This  rule  does^not  require  the  retvm  of  the  original  oP^^' 

o^  o?  j».  »<«  -f  *e  order  of  «».ion.  »  together  with  .11  mtten  «d  tl»« «» 

tioes.    Ilie  mle  thereto  belonging,"  as  is  the  usual  form,  so  that  nothing  will  \^^    ^ 

should  be  turned  but  the  order  of  sessions  (c). 

drawn  up  for  « 

Oreenwood,  contr4. — ^The  affidavit  states  that  the  order  oT 
sions  confirms  an  order  of  justices  bad  on  the  face  of  it.    The  c: 
of  sessions  ought  to  include  the  original  order  by  recital,  at  1^^ 
[  Wightman^  J. — You  do  not  call  upon  them  to  bring  up  the 
order.]    Then  the  rule  should  be  moulded  for  that  purpose. 


ing 


WioHTMAM,  J.,  (after  consulting  the  Master). — I  have  some  d. 
in  granting  this  rule,  but  it  may  be  absolute  upon  the  risk  of  pa-^^  ''^ 
costs,  if,  when  the  order  of  sessions  comes  up,  it  does  not  set  ou' 
original  order,  and  is  good  in  itself. 


(a)  1  Dowl.  &  L.  837.  (c)    See   Regina  v.  Sld^ 

(b)  Ante,  p.  406.  ante,  p.  350. 
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The  Queen  v.  Rushworth.  Nov.  2\tL 

CS  waa  a  conviction  under  the  17  Geo.  3,  c  56,  A  conviction  by 

against  William  Sush worth,  for  having  in  his  der  the  17  Geo* 

ision  certain  materials  used  in  the  worsted  manu-  by  wWch  the^' 

T6,  suspected  to  have  been  purloined  or  embezzled,  defendant  was 

,    ,  ,  sentenced  to 

Tit  giving  a  satisfactory  account  how  he  came  by  pay  20/.,  or,  in 
Mne,     The  sentence  of  the  justices  was,  that  he  ment,  licoml 
d  pay  20i,  or,  in  default  of  payment,  be  com-  J^^^J?/*"' 
cl  to  the  house  of  correction  at  Wakefield  for  one  been  quashed 

on  appeal,  sub- 
^  ject  to  a  case, 

^inst  this  conviction  there  was  an  appeal  to  the  iJ^J^^Iis^^i^ 
us,  where  it  was  quashed,  subject  to  a  case  for  the  by  certiorari, 

*  "  ,  ,         and  confirmed^ 

)n  of  this  Court     On  the  case  coming  up  during  A  levari  fiuaas 

.  i_  J  /.  .  1.   J         J   ^i_      iMued  out  of 

•crm,  the  order  of  sessions  was  quashed,  and  the  this  court  for 
ction  by  the  justices  affirmed.     A  writ  of  levari  ^j^J^^^' 
I  was  afterwards  issued  out  of  the  Crown-office  to  return  or  nulla 

bona.     This 

bhe  penalty,  and  a  return  made  of  nulla  bona.  Court  (doubt- 

ing its  author- 
ity to  enforce 

^kering  now  moved  for  a  ca.  sa.,  directed  to  the  the  judgmoit 

•^  ,  ^  so  far  as  related 

ff  of  Yorkshire,  agwnst  the  defendant,  or  for  a  pro-  to  the  impri- 

1.  tiji  i/»  •<•  -I  sonment  in  de- 

ido  to  carry  back  the  record  oi   conviction,  and  fault  of  pay- 
landing  the  justices  to  proceed  to  award  execution  ^!^2jedrad^to 
8t  the  defendant  thereon. — An  application  like  the  <^«^n7  back  to 

.  the  sessions  the 

nt  was  made  to  this  Court  in  Rexy.  Nevine{a)y  record  of  oon- 
i  procedendo  issued,  and  in  Rex  v.  PuUen  (i).   There  ^mmMidinir 
d  be  a  difficulty  in  granting  a  ca.  sa.,  which  would  ^^}?  P*]^ 
the  effect  of  bringing  the  defendant  up  here,  or  of  execution 
ig  him  to  the  county  gaol,  whereas  the  sentence  is,  fendant. 
he  should  be  imprisoned  in  the  house  of  correc- 
at  Wakefield.     [Pattesoti,  J. — Is  there  any  instance 
■e  this  Court  has  held  that  it  has  the  power  to  en- 
)  convictions  ?]     Unless  it  can  do  so  while  the  re- 

(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  299.  (6)  1  Salk.  369. 
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cord  stays  here,  there  must  be  a  failure  of  justice.  The 
conviction  was  enforced  in  Bex  v.  Garside  and  Mot- 
ley (a).  [Pattesouy  J. — We  have  a  common-law  juris- 
diction in  such  case  as  that,  to  see  the  sentence  carried 
into  effect ;  but  I  doubt  whether  we  have  in  cases  of 
special  jurisdiction^  though^  perhaps,  the  confirming  or 
quashing  the  order  at  sessions  makes  it  the  judgment 
of  an  inferior  court.  You  may  take  a  rule  in  the  alter- 
native for  a  ca.  sa.,  or  for  sending  back  the  record  to 
the  justices.]  The  term  of  imprisonment  will  be  over 
before  cause  can  be  shewn,  as  it  runs  from  the  affirm- 
ation of  the  conviction,  which  took  place  during  tUs 
term,  and  must  be  mentioned  in  it. 


Patteson,  J. — It  must,  therefore,  be  sent  back  to 

the  sessions. 

Rule  absolute  for  procedendo. 

(a)  2  A.  &  E.  266. 


Nov.  21«/. 

W.  B.,  being 
oonyietedby 
two  jnsticet 
undor  the  17 
Geo.  3,  c.  56, 


Thb  Queen  v.  The  Recorder  of  Bolton. 

IN  this  term,  (November  4th),  Cowling  had  obtained  a 

rule  nisi  calling  upon  R.  B.  Armstrong,  Esq.,  Reoorder 

of  the  borough  of  Bolton,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster, 

t.  8,  gave  tbem  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue,  oom* 

notioe  of  his  in-  i.       i  •      ^  it  «  •■ 

tention  to  mp-     manding  bun  to  enter,  or  to  cause  or  allow  to  be  enteredf 

peal,  and  en- 
tered intore- 

cognisancesi  as  required  by  that  statute,  to  try  the  appeal,  abide  the  jadgment  of  ^ 
sessions,  and  pay  such  costs  as  shonld  be  there  awarded.  He  afterwards  ooontermaiided 
his  appttl,  but  too  late,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  sessions.  The  rcapandenlB  ■ttfwdgd 
the  sessions,  and  applied  to  the  recorder  to  hare  the  appeal  entered,  whidi  was  refued. 
They  then  applied  to  have  the  matter  of  the  appeal  heard  and  determined,  or  costs  swrnrded 
to  them ;  this  the  recorder  also  refused,  on  the  ground  that  no  appeal  was  before  him.  Oa 
an  application  for  a  mandamus  to  him  to  enter  the  appeal,  hear  the  matter  of  it,  or  award 
costs — Held,  that  the  recorder  was  right,  as  the  respondents  had  no  power  to  enter  the 
appeal,  nor  the  sessions  to  hear  the  matter  of  it  unless  entered ;  and  that  the  power  over  the 
costs  wu  only  ancillary  to  the  hearing  of  the  appeal. 
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as  of  the  last  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  held 
in  and  for  the  said  borough,  an  appeal,  or  the  matter  of 
an  appeal  of  William  Barlow,  against  the  conviction  of 
him  the  said  W.  Barlow,  by  two  of  the  keepers  of  the 
peace  and  justices  in  and  for  the  said  borough,  on  the 
15th  of  July  last,  under  the  17  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  s.  8,  for 
wilfully  neglecting  the  working  up  of  certain  materials 
in  the  cotton  manufacture,  contrary  to  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  with  continuances  thereon 
to  the  next  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  to  pro- 
ceed to  hear  and  determine  the  matter  of  the  said  appeal, 
or  to  affirm  the  said  conviction,  or  award  such  costs  to 
be  paid  by  the  said  W.  Barlow  as  might  appear  to  be 
reasonable  (a). 


1844. 
Tbb  Quekn 

V. 

Recorder  of 

BOLl'OK. 


(a)  Sect.  20  gives,  to  any  per- 
■on  thinking  himself  aggrieved 
by  the  order  or  judgment  of  the 
convicting  justices  under  this  act, 
a  right  to  appeal  to  the  next 
quarter  sessions,  (such  person,  at 
Uie  time  of  such  conviction,  giv- 
ing to  such  justices  notice  in  writ- 
ing of  his  intention  to  appeal,  and 
entering  into  a  recognisance  at 
the  time  of  such  notice,  with  suf- 
ficient sureties,  to  try  such  ap- 
peal, and  abide  the  judgment  of, 
and  pay  such  costs  as  shall  be 
awarded  by  the  justices  at  such 
sessions),  with  power  to  the  jus- 
tices, in  defoult  of  his  entering 
into  the  recognisance,  to  com- 
mit him  to  the  house  of  correc- 
tion,  or  any  other  public  prison 
of  the  county,  &c.,  there  to  re- 
main until  the  next  quarter  ses- 
gions,  unless  such  recognisance 
abmll  be  sooner  entered  into. 
'*  And  the  justices  at  such  ses- 
Bons  are  hereby  authorised  and 
upon  due  proof  made 
kotioe  of  appeal,  either 


by  the  acknowledgment  of  the 
justices  to  whom  the  same  shall 
have  been  given  or  otherwise,  to 
hear  and  determine  the  matter  of 
the  said  appeal,  and  to  award 
such  costs  as  to  them  shall  ap- 
pear just  and  reasonable,  to  be 
paid  by  either  party,"  &c. 

Sect.  22  provides,  that  no  pro- 
ceedings under  this  act  shall  be 
removed  by  certiorari,  and  that 
the  justices  before  whom  such 
conviction  shall  be  had  shall 
cause  the  same  (drawn  up  in  a 
form  given  by  the  act)  to  be 
fairly  written  upon  parchment, 
and  transmitted  to  the  next  ge- 
neral or  quarter  sessions,  &c.; 
'*  and  in  case  the  person  or  per- 
sons so  convicted  shall  appeal 
from  the  judgment  of  the  said 
justices  to  the  said  sessions,  the 
justices  on  such  sessions  are  here- 
by required,  upon  receiving  the 
said  conviction  drawn  up  in  the 
form  aforesaid,  to  proceed  to  the 
hearing  and  determination  of  the 
matter  of  the  said  appeal,"  &c. 


N 
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1844.  He  moved  upon  affidavits,  which  stated,  that>  on  the 

Tbk  Quun    ^^^  o^  J^7  ^^  ^*  Barlow,  of  Bolton  aforesaid,  ooun- 
-^^  terpane  weaver,  was  brought  before  T.  Gregson  and  R 

Bolton.  Ashworth,  Esqs.,  two  justices  of  the  said  borough,  for 
that  he  the  said  W.  Barlow,  on  &c.,  at  &o.,  having  been 
employed  by  J.,  A.,  and  I.  Lomax,  his  masters,  to  work 
up  certain  materials  in  the  cotton  manufacture,  did,  for 
eight  days  successively  next  ensuing  the  daj  last  afore- 
said,  wilfully  neglect  the  working  up  the  said  materials, 
contrary  to  the  said  statute ;  that  the  s^d  justices  con- 
victed the  said  W.  Barlow  of  his  said  offence,  and  ad- 
judged that  he  should  for  that  offence  be  committed  to 
the  house  of  correction,  there  to  be  kept  to  hard  labour 
for  one  month. 

That,  on  the  15th  of  July,  W.  Barlow  gave  to  the 
said  justices  notice  in  writing  of  his  intention  to  appeal 
at  the  next  general  quarter  sessions  for  the  sud  bo- 
rough, and  at  the  same  time  entered  into  a  recognisance 
&c,  conditioned  to  try  the  said  appeal,  to  abide  the 
judgment  of,  and  pay  such  costs  as  should  be  awarded 
by  the  sessions ;  in  consequence  of  which  notice  and  re- 
cognisance he  was  not  committed  to  the  house  of  cor- 
rection in  pursuance  of  the  said  judgment  and  convic- 
tion, but  was  immediately  discharged  out  of  custody, 
without  having  suffered  any  part  of  the  punishment  ad- 
judged by  the  said  justices.  That  the  conviction  was  re- 
gularly drawn  up,  signed  and  scaled  by  the  justicesi,  and 
transmitted  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  borough  of 
Bolton,  who  received  it  prior  to  the  commencement  of 
the  next  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  said  borough. 
And  that,  on  the  22nd  of  October,  the  appellants  caused 
to  be  served  on  the  justices  notice  of  the  abandonment 
of  the  appeaL  That  the  next  general  quarter  sessions 
for  the  borough  were  held  on  the  24th  of  October,  be- 
fore the  recorder.  That  one  of  the  rules  for  the  prac- 
tice of  these  sessions  is,  that  notice  of  countermanding 
or  abandoning  any  appeal  shall  be  given  in  writing  three 
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days  before  the  sessions,  exclusive  of  the  day  of  notice 
and  of  the  first  day  of  the  sessions. 

That  no  appeal  was  entered  on  behalf  of  the  appel- 
lant; but  that,  on  the  morning  of  the  first  day  of  the 
sessions,  an  appUcation  was  made  to  the  court  to  enter 
the  appeal  on  behalf  of  the*  respondents,  which  was  op- 
posed on  the  part  of  Barlow,  on  the  ground,  that  the 
court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  an  appeal,  or  to 
give  any  judgment  on  the  conviction,  the  same  not 
being  entered,  and  there  being  no  appeal  before  them : 
and  that  the  court,  on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion, refused  the  application  to  enter  the  appeal. 

That  the  respondents  llien  applied  to  the  court  to 
confirm  the  ori^nal  conviction,  which  was  refused,  on 
the  ground  of  there  being  no  appeal  before  the  court. 
They  then  applied  for  costs  imder  the  above  rule  of 
court  as  to  the  countermanding  of  appeals,  which  re- 
quired three  dear  days'  notice, — only  one  dear  day's 
notice  having  been  given  in  this  case.  «The  court  re- 
fused to  grant  costs,  for  the  same  reason  that  there  was 
no  appeal  before  the  court. 

That,  since  the  said  quarter  sessions,  application  was 
made  to  the  convicting  justices  to  issue  their  warrant  to 
apprehend  and  commit  W.  Barlow  to  prison,  in  execu- 
tion of  the  sentence  passed  on  him  by  them,  but  they 
declined  to  grant  the  warrant,  alleging,  that  their  juris- 
diction was  taken  away  by  the  notice  of  appeal  given 
by  him. 


1844. 


Thk  Qubkn 

V. 

Recorder  of 
Bolton. 


Barnes  shewed  cause  (a). — The  right  to  appeal  is  not 
by  the  conunon  law,  but  given  by  statute  on  certain 
conditions,  which  must  be  first  complied  with.  It  is  a 
ii^t  given  to  the  appellant  alone,  for  his  benefit,  and 
can  be  exercised  by  nobody  but  him ;  the  proper  course 


TOL.  L 


(a)  Nov.  I8th,  before  PatUtOHy  J. 

o  o 


N.  8*  C 
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1844.        for  the  respondents  here  would  have  been  to  move  to 
Thb  Quesn    ^treat  his  recognisances^  which  he  had  forfeited  by 
■g^\     f     not  appearing;  which  the  sessions  had  power  to  do: 
Bolton.       Begina  y.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Biding  (a),  Haymes  ▼. 
Hayton  (ft).    Then^  as  there  has  been  no  appeal^  the  ori- 
ginal judgment  stands  good  against  him;  and,  as  no 
part  of  the  punishment  has  been  suffered,  complete  jus- 
tice will  be  done.     Wherever  a  respondent  has  been 
permitted  to  enter  an  appeal  at  sessions  for  the  appel- 
lant, the  course  has  been  condemned  by  this  Court 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (c)  and  Regiaa 
y.  Stohe  Bliss  {d)  are  decisive  of  that  point.      [JPatte- 
sofiy  J. — That  was  not  contended  when  the  rule  was 
moved  for ;  only  that  this  statute  gave  the  rcBpondents 
the  right.] 

The  words  of  the  appeal  clause  in  this  act  (sect  20) 
are  exactly  the  same  as  those  in  49  Geo.  3,  c  68,  a.  fi. 
The  right  is  strictly  personal ;  the  justices  have  no  power 
to  deal  with  tj^e  appeal,  but  only  to  dispense  with  some 
of  the  conditions  precedent;  but  no  case  can  be  found 
imder  any  of  these  acts  where  any  right  was  ever  assert- 
ed by  the  respondents  to  enter  the  appeaL  The  same 
words  are  also  used  in  17  Geo.  2,  c  38,  s.  4,  ^ving  an 
appeal  against  a  poor-rate.  [Pattesony  J. — That  is  veiy 
different ;  there  the  justices  are  only  required  to  receive 
the  appeal.  Tliis  is  upon  notice.]  In  Rex  v.  The  Jus- 
tices of  Essex  {e)y  it  was  decided,  that,  if  a  person  give 
notice  of  his  intention  to  appeal  against  a  poor-rate,  but 
do  not  enter  his  appeal,  the  sessions  could  not  award 
costs  to  the  other  party  under  the  17  Greo.  2,  c.  38 ; 
and  that  was  a  case  of  great  hardship,  as  notice  of 
countermand  was  sent  only  the  day  before  the  sessions; 


(a)  7  A.  u'  E.  583.  {d)  Ante,  p.  267. 

\b)  7  B.  &  C.  293.  \e)  8  T.  R.  583. 

(c)  3  G.  &  D.  170. 
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but  then  the  difficulty  would  have  been  avoided  if  the         1844. 
respondents  could  have  entered  the  appeal.     The  words    xhe  Qubkn 
of  the  act  are  material  as  to  takins^  from  the  party  the  ^• 

security  of  a  recognisance.     The  reason  of  that  being       Bolton. 
required  is^  that  the  party  appealing  may  be  compelled 
to  take  the  next  step.     At  all  events,  it  must  be  con- 
sidered as  a  casus  omissus  in  the  *act,  and  that  will  not . 
give  tlie  sessions  jurisdiction. 

The  power  to  give  costs  is  only  ancillary  to  the  hear- 
ing of  the  appeal  In  Regina  v.  Stoke  Bliss  (a),  the 
whole  order  failed  on  that  account.  In  Rex  v.  Ttoy- 
ford  (J),  the  party  convicted  had  given  notice  of  appeal, 
but  did  not  enter  into  recognisances,  so  the  justices 
committed  him  to  prison  to  await  the  sessions.  There 
he  was  discharged,  and  a  mandamus  to  the  justices  was 
applied  for  to  enforce  their  original  conviction;  but  the 
Court  considered  it  was  very  doubtful  whether  his  com- 
mitment to  prison  was  not  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the 
punishment,  though  they  seem  to  have  admitted,  that, 
if  that  had  not  been  the  case,  the  justices  might  have 
enforced  their  commitment.  What  has  passed  since 
this  conviction  amounts  to  nothing;  it  is  res  integray 
and  may  be  enforced  by  the  same  justices,  or,  imder  3 
Geo.  4,  c.  23,  s.  2,  by  any  other  justice.  The  proceed- 
ing should  be  by  mandamus  to  the  justices  to  enforce 
the  ori^nal  conviction.  The  return  of  the  conviction 
can  give  no  jurisdiction,  as  all  convictions,  whether  ap- 
pealed against  or  not,  should  be  returned  to  the  sessions. 
[PattesoHy  J. — It  does  not  appear  to  be  a  commitment 
for  punishment,  but  safe  custody;  and  yet  it  must 
mean,  that,  when  a  man  is  committed  to  the  sessions, 
that  is  reckoned  as  part  of  the  time  of  his  punishment 
if  the  commitment  be  subsequently  confirmed.]     That 

(a)  Ante,  p.  267.  (h)  5  A.  &  E.  430. 

G  G  2 
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1844.         caused  the  difficulty  in  Rex  y.  Tiffjford(a).     By  one  of 
The  Qdkbn    *^®  vagrant  acts,  1  &  2  Vict  c  38,  0.  1,  power  is  given 
Recorder  f     ^  sessions  to  entertain  such  cases,  and  ezpresaio  unius 
Bolton.       est  exdusio  alterius. 

But  there  was  another  fatal  objection  to  the  juiis^o- 
tion  of  the  sessions  here.  By  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  40,  this 
.  statute  of  17  Geo.  3,  c  56,  is  repealed  to  a  certain  ex- 
tent; and  the  appeal  by  sect  29  is  limited  to  those 
cases  only  where  the  imprisonment  does  not  exceed  one 
calendar  month.  There  was,  therefore,  no  right  of  tap" 
peal  here. 

CowKnffy  contnL — This  rule  must  be  absolute,  either 
in  the  whole,  or  in  part.  The  manufacturers  are  in 
this  dilenuna — ^their  workmen  are  uncontrollable ;  the 
sessions  and  convicting  magistrates  will  not  act;  and 
the  recorder  also  says  that  he  has  no  jurisdiction.  It 
iS)  however,  contended,  that  he  had  authority  to  hear 
and  determine  the  matter  of  the  appeal,  whether  entered, 
or  not  If  entering  is  a  necessary  preliminary,  accord- 
ing to  the  practice  of  his  court,  he  should  enter  it,  in 
order  to  comply  with  the  practice ;  but,  at  all  events,  it 
is  contended,  that  he  ought  to  hear  and  determine  the 
matter.  The  statutes  and  cases  cited  are  not  disputed ; 
but  this  case  is  distinguishable.  It  is  not  an  anomalous 
application ;  for,  under  1  &  2  Vict  c.  38,  s.  1,  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  the  sessions  may  hear  the  matter  of  an  ap- 
peal, though  not  entered,  because  an  express  power  is 
^yen  by  the  statute.  So  it  is  here.  Sect  20  only  ap- 
plies to  an  appeal  brought  on  in  the  ordinary  way.  But, 
by  sect  22,  the  sessions  are  empowered,  in  case  of 
appeal  from  the  convicting  justices,  on  receiving  the 
conviction,  to  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the  matter 

(a)  5  A.  &  E.  430. 
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of  the  appeal.  Therefore,  after  the  justices  have  re- 
ceived notice  of  the  appeal,  and  taken  the  recognisances, 
and  forwarded  them,  as  well  as  the  conviction,  to  the 
sessions,  from  that  moment  the  proceedings  become,  as 
it  were,  a  record  of  the  sessions,  and  the  other  jurisdic- 
tion ceases.  The  23  Geo.  2,  c  27,  is  a  statute  in  pari 
materia  with  this.  Sect.  3  gives  a  notice  of  appeal,  and 
empowers  the  justices  to  sell  certain  goods  found  in  the 
possession  of  a  party  under  particular  circumstances ; 
but,  if  he  appeals,  the  sale,  hj  sect  5,  is  to  be  post- 
poned, which  shews  that  the  lodging  of  the  appeal  re- 
moves the  jurisdiction  to  the  sessions,  which,  aftier  that, 
has  the  sole  authority  over  the  sale,  and,  indeed,  over  the 
case.  If  so,  the  same  result  follows  here,  for  those  pro- 
visions are,  by  reference  in  sect.  22  of  this  act,  embodied 
in  it.  It  assumes  that  the  judgment  of  the  justices 
may  be  affirmed  without  the  appellant  prosecuting  his 
appeal 

The  authorities  cited  have  little  to  do  with  the  case* 
Rex  V.  Twyford{a)  is  in  favour  of  the  respondents;  for 
there  it  was  admitted  by  the  Court,  that,  if  recognisances 
have  been  entered  into,  the  power  of  the  justices  is 
gone.  The  estreating  of  the  recognisances  would  be 
a  most  Inefficacious  remedy :  it  would  only  affect  costs, 
and  give  no  punishment  for  the  misbehaviour.  \Patte^ 
son,  J. — If  the  legislature  intended  that  the  respondents 
should  be  at  liberty  to  ask  the  sessions  to  proceed  with- 
out the  appellant  entering  his  appeal,  I  do  not  see  the 
use  of  requiring  recognisances  at  all.  If  a  man  enters 
into  recogmsances  to  appear  in  this  court  and  plead,  we 
do  not  try  him  if  he  forfeits  them.]  There  is  no  power 
to  do  so;  here  the  power  is  given  by  the  statute. 

At  all  events,  the  rule  must  be  absolute  for  giving 
the  costs.     By  the  8  &  9  Will  3,  c  30,  s.  3,  and  the  22 
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Geo.  2,  c.  27,  8.  6,  they  may  be  pven  if  the 
^^does  not  prosecute  his  appeal;"  and  thiS)  as 
mentioned,  is  embodied  in  the  present  act 

It  was  admitted  in  Regina  v.  Stohe  BUa  (a),  that, 
the  application  and  order  had  been  regular,  and  not  %0^ 
ciliary  to  an  order  which  was  bad,  costs  would  hav^ 
been  given.  Here  a  distinct  application  is  made  for  the 
costs  which  arc  given  as  above,  independently  of  the  ap- 
peal. The  conviction  follows  the  form  given  in  the  17 
Geo.  3,  c.  56;  and,  if  a  subsequent  statute  is  to  be  rehed 
on,  it  must  be  shewn  distinctly  to  come  witlun  w^ 
statute.     Besides  which,  the  recent  act  appears  pmnted 

at  the  hosieiy  manufacture  only. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 


Patteson,  J.,  now  delivered  judgment. — Tlus  was 
an  application  for  a  mandamus  to  the  Recorder  of  Bol- 
ton, requiring  him  to  enter  continuances^  and  hear  an 
appeal,  or  the  subject-matter  of  an  appeal  against  a  ocm- 
viction  of  W.  Barlow,  or,  at  all  events,  to  pve  the  re- 
spondents their  costs.  The  conviction  was  under  17 
Geo.  3,  c.  56,  and  the  language  of  the  act  has  certainly 
created  considerable  difficulty.  It  appears  that  the 
party  was  convicted  before  two  magistrates^  and,  having 
given  them  notice  of  his  intention  to  appeal^  (under 
sect  20),  was  called  upon  to  enter  into  a  reoognisanoe 
to  try  the  appeal,  abide  the  judgment  of  the  sessional 
and  pay  such  costs  as  should  be  there  awarded.  Hiat 
he  did,  and  consequently  was  not  imprisoned.  His  case 
is,  therefore,  distinguishable  from  Rex  v.  Twnford  {Ji\p 
which  it  is  not,  therefore,  necessary  to  advert  to  more 
particularly,  as  there  the  party  was  sent  to  prison. 
Now,  the  party  here,  who  had  been  convicted  under 
the  17  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  and  hod  entered  into  the  recogni* 


(a)  Ante,  p.  267. 


{b)  5  A.  &  E.  430. 
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countermanded  his  notice  of  appeal  before  the  1844. 

was  entered^  or  the  time  for  doing  so.  had  arrived,  j*^^  Qu»n 

^^«3L  it  is  contended,  that  the  respondents  had  a  right  p^!^     * 

^   ^^xiter  the  appeal,  and  to  call  upon  the  recorder  to  Bolton. 
^^Vidicate  upon  it     This  Court  has  sidd,  on  many  oc- 


i,  that  respondents  have  no  right  to  enter,  or  to 
•  ^^pel  appellants  to  enter  their  appeaL     That  is  the 
fi^eral  rule,  and  Mr.  Cowling  did  not  controvert  it,  but 
contended  that  the  words  of  the  statute  in  question  au- 
thorise it,  and  he  relied  particularly  on  the -words  in  the 
latter  part  of  the  20th  section. 

Those  words  are  found  in  other  statutes, — not,  it  is 
true,  in  17  Geo.  2,  c.  38, — but  they  are  in  49*  Geo.  3, 
c  68,  s.  5,  and  several  others  also  which  I  have  looked 
into ;  so  that  it  is  clear  that  this  meaning  of  those  words, 
if  it  is  to  be  held  here,  must  be  held  in  many  other  in- 
stances, and  yet  no  authority  for  it  has  been  cited.  It 
seems  to  me  quite  impossible  that  the  act  intended,  that, 
if  the  party  appealing  did  not  choose,  the  sessions  were 
to  have  the  power  of  throwing  on  him  the  necessity  of 
prosecuting  the  appeaL  The  onus  is  thrown  upon  the 
appellant  to  make  it  out  a  matter  properly  cognisable 
by,  and  present  it  properly  to  the  sessions.  I  think, 
therefore,  that,  unless  he  enters  it  in  the  ordinary  course, 
the  sessions  have  no  jurisdiction  over  it  The  appeal 
was  not  so  entered  here,  and,  therefore,  I  think  the  re- 
corder was  right  in  refusing  to  entertain  it  It  was 
oontended,  that  this  would  be  a  great  hardship  on  the 
respondents,  as  the  remedy  by  estreating  the  recogni- 
sances would  be  inadequate.  That  may,  or  may  not 
be  insufficient ;  but  that  consideration  cannot  affect  the 
question.  Then  it  was  said,  that  the  original  conviction 
cannot  be  proceeded  with,  as  the  justices  declined  to 
interfere.  I  should  say,  however,  that,  when  recogni- 
sances have  been  entered  into,  and  no  ap|)eal  proaecutcd. 
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it  is  the  same  as  if  there  had  been  no  recognisanoes; 
and  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  justices,  though  tbey  de- 
clined to  do  so  immediately  on  the  default,  would  now 
grant  their  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  pariji 
and  commit  him  to  prison.  In  RexY.  Twj[ford(a)  a 
difficulty  was  created  by  the  word^  of  the  act,  that  the 
justices  were  to  commit  **  until  the  next  sessions,**  and 
all  the  Court  decided  was,  that  they  would  not  call 
upon  the  justices  by  mandamus  to  do  what  it  seemed 
very  doubtful  whether  they  had  power  to  do.  In  this 
case,  however,  I  am  quite  clear  that  the  recorder  had 
no  power  to  hear  the  subject-matter  of  the  appeaL 

Then  it  was  urged,  that  he  might  have  ^ven  costs,  as 
the  act  says,  that  the  justices  at  sessions  are  required 
'^  to  hear  and  determine  the  matter  of  the  said  appeal, 
and  to  award  such  costs  as  to  them  shall  appear  just  and 
reasonable,  to  be  paid  by  either  party:"  but,  as  fiur  as 
this  act  goes,  it  is  quite  clear  to  me  that  costs  are  only 
ancillary  to  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  because  it  says 
that  the  justices  shall  hear  the  appeal  before  it  empowers 
them  to  award  costs;  therefore,  there  is  no  right  to  give 
costs  when  there  is  no  appeal.  The  stat.  8  &  9  WilL  3, 
c  30,  s.  3,  was  cited ;  but  that  is  confined  only  to  cases 
of  settlement,  and  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case. 
In  Regina  v.  Stoke  Bliss  ip)  the  Court  siud,  the  sessions 
had  a  clear  right  to  give  costs ;  but,  as  they  had  taken 
up6n  themselves  to  enter  an  appeal  on  the  application  of 
the  respondents,  which  they  had  no  right  to  do,  the 
order  was  bad.  I  only  allude  to  that  case  to  say,  that 
we  guarded  ourselves  carefully  against  going  into  the 
affidavits  there,  and  looked  only  to  the  order;  and  we 
held,  that,  as  the  sessions  had  treated  it  as  one  entire 
order,  they  were  clearly  wrong.     As,  therefore,  in  my 


(a)  5  A.  &  E.  430. 


(6)  Ante,  p.  267- 
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opimon^  the  recorder  was  right  in  considering  he  had  1844. 

no  authority^  this  rule  must  be  discharged ;  and,  being  thTqubew 

against  a  legal  officer^  w^o  appeared  here  by  his  counsel^  ^' 

,                1         •  1  Recorder  of 

it  must  be  with  costs.  Bolton. 

Rule  discharged  with  costs. 


The  Queen  v.  Wilson  and  Others.  Kav.  2\si. 

A  N  this  case  a  certiorari  had  issued  {a),  on  behalf  of  the  Courts  of  qoar- 
prosecutor,  to  the  justices  of  Gloucestershire,  to   re-  havejariadic- 
move  into  this  court  an  indictment  for  certain  forcible  ^d^J^Jnta^ 
entries,   assaults,   riots,    and    misdemeanours,   whereof  before  plea 
George  Wilson,  William  Holtham,  and  nine  others,      The  stat.  60 
were,  on  the  prosecution  of  Augustus  Newton,  before  4^^*  4^  limiting 
them  indicted,  with  all  proceedinscs  thereupon  had.  ^*  "8***  ^ 

,       ,  traverse,  was 

The  record  returned  by  the  justices  was  as  follows: —  intended  to 

**  Gloucestershire,  to  wit     Be  it  remembered,  that,  Uy  of  the  party, 

at  the  general  qu^r  sessions  of  the  peace  of  our  sove-  ^-^^^, 

reum  lady  Victoria,  holden   at  the  Shire  fiall,  Glou-  of  the  Court  to 

_.  .        postpone  a  trial. 

cester,  in  and  for  the  county  of  Gloucester  aforesaid, 
in  the  first  week  after  the  11th  day  of  October,  that 
is  to  say,  on  &c,  (7th  Vict.),  before  E.  Ludlow,  Ser- 
jeant-at-law, P.  B.  Pumell,  Esq.,  and  others,  their  fel- 
lows, justices  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  assi^ed  &c, 
and  also  to  hear  and  determine  divers  felonies,  tres- 
passes, and  other  misdemeanours  done  and  committed 
in  the  same  county ;  and  also  to  inspect  all  indictments 
whatsoever  before  the  said  justices,  or  any  of  them,  or 
any  of  their  fellows,  justices  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen, 
assigned  to  keep  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county, 
taken,  or  to  be  taken,  or  before  others,  late  her  said 

(a)  See  Regina  v.  WVion  and  Others,  ante,  p.  190. 
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1844.        Majesty^s  justices  of  the  peace  in  the  aibreaaid  oounty, 

Thk  Qwk    made,  or  t^ken,  and  not  determined.     Upon  the  oath  of 

^'  William  Hill,  &c.,  good  and  lawful  men  of  the  said 

Wilson* 

county  of  Gloucester,  then  and  there  sworn,  and  charged 
to  inquire,  for  our  said  sovereign  lady  the  Queen,  and 
for  the  body  of  the  said  county,  it  is  presented  in  manner 
and  form  following,  that  is  to  say — 

"  County  of  Gloucester,  to  wit  The  jurors  for  our 
lady  the  Queen,  upon  their  oath,  present,  that  George 
Wilson,  William  Holtham,  and  nine  others,  [naming 
them],  all  late  of  &c.,  labourers,  together  with  divere 
other  evil-disposed  persons,  to  the  number  of  six  or 
more,  to  the  j  urors  aforesaid  unknown,  on  the  5th  day 
of  July,  in  the  seventh  year  of  the  reign  of  our  sove- 
reign lady  Victoria,  with  force  and  arms,  to  wit,  with 
pistols,  daggers,  knives,  sticks,  staves,  and  other  offen- 
sive weapons,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  into  a  certain  dwelling-house,  (called  Saint 
Paul's  Cottage),  then  and  there  situate  and  being  in 
the  lawful  possession  of  Augustus  Newton,  Csq,,  and 
into  a  certain  inclosed  yard,  and  a  certain  walled  garden, 
there  situate,  being  the  curtilage  of  the  said  dwelling- 
house,  and  then  being  in  the  same  possession,  unlaw- 
fully, violently,  forcibly,  injuriously,  and  with  a  strong 
hand,  did  break  and  enter ;  and  the  said  George  Wilson, 
William  Holtham,  &c.,  together  with  the  said  other  evil- 
disposed  persons,  to  the  jurors  aforesaid  unknown,  then 
and  there,  with  force  and  arms,  to  wit,  with  pistols, 
knives,  sticks,  staves,  and  other  offensive  weapons,  un- 
lawfully, violently,  forcibly,  and  injuriously,  in  and 
upon  one  William  Philip  Newton,  then  and  there  in  the 
peace  of  God  and  our  lady  the  Queen  being,  and  in 
and  upon  one  Francis  Robert  Newton,  then  and  there 
in  the  said  peace  being,  and  in  and  upon  the  said  Au- 
gustus Newton,  then  and  there  in  the  said  peace  being, 
did  make  an  assault ;  and  them  the  said  William  Phi- 
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lip  Newton,  the  said  Francis  Robert  Newton,  and  the        1844. 
8jdd  Augustus  Newton,  did  then  and  there  beat  and  ill-    j,^^  qubek 
treat,  and  him  the  said  Augustus  Newton  violently  and  »• 

unlawfully  did  then  and  there  force,  thrust,  and  compel 
to  go  into  a  certain  carriage,  to  wit,  a  coach,  then  and 
there  drawn  by  a  certain  horse ;  and  in  the  said  carriage 
drawn  by  the  said  horse,  along  divers  highways  and 
bye-ways,  him  the  said  Augustus  Newton  did  then 
and  there  violently,  unlawfully,  and  against  his  will^ 
compel  to  go,  and  into  a  certain  prison,  to  wit,  the 
common  gaol  and  prison  in  and  for  the  said  county,  at 
Gloucester,  in  the  said  county,  him  the  sdd  Augustus 
Newton  did  violently,  unlawfully,  and  against  his  will, 
thrust  and  put;  and  him  the  said  Augustus  Newton 
then  and  there  in  the  said  gaol,  for  a  long  time,  to  wit, 
for  eight  days  then  next  following,  unlawfully,  violent- 
ly, and  maliciously,  did  closely  imprison  and  confine ; 
and  other  wrongs  to  the  said  Augustus  Newton  then 
and  there  did,  in  contempt  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen^ 
and  her  laws,  to  the  evil  example  of  all  others  ia  the 
like  case  offending,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of 
our  said  lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity." 

The  second  count  was  against  Wilson  and  Holtham, 
together  with  six  evil-disposed  persons  to  the  jurors  un- 
known, for  the  forcible  entry,  assault,  and  imprisonment 
of  Augustus  Newton  at  common  law,  omitting  the  as- 
saults upon  W.  P.  Newton  and  F.  R.  Newton.  The 
third  count  was  against  all  the  defendants,  for  a  riot  and 
assaults  on  the  three  Newtons. 

The  record  then  continued  as  follows: — "Where- 
upon the  sheriff  of  the  said  county  of  Gloucester  is 
commanded  not  to  omit  for  any  liberty  in  his  baili- 
wick, but  that  he  cause  the  said  George  Wilson,  Wil- 
liam Holtham,  &c.,  to  come  and  answer  to  the  pre- 
mises. And  thereupon,  at  the  general  quarter  ses- 
sions of  the  peace  of  &c.,  holden  at  &c.,  in  the  first 
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1844.        week  after  the  28th  day  of  December,  that  is  to  say,  on 
TBBQulBir    ^^>  before  E.  Ludlow,  Serjeant^at-law,  &c.,  (as before), 
^'  come  as  well  William  Joyner  Ellis,  Esquire,  derk  of  the 

peace  of  the  sud  county,  who  prosecutes  for  our  said 
lady  the  Queen  in  this  behalf,  as  the  sud  George  Wil- 
son, William  Holtham,  &c,  in  their  proper  persons. 
Whereupon  all  and  singular  the  premises  being  seen 
and  fully  understood  by  the  court  here,  and  mature  de- 
liberation had  thereupon,  it  is  considered  and  €i^udged 
by  the  same  court  that  the  said  indictment  be  and  the  same 
is  quashed^  and  that  the  said  defendants  depart  hence, 
without  any  day  in  this  behalf. — By  the  Court 

(Signed)  "  Edward  Bloxsome, 
**  Deputy  Clerk  of  the  Peace  for  the  said 
county  of  Gloucester." 

In  Trinity  Term,  Newton  having  obtained  a  rule  nin, 
calling  on  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why  the  judg- 
ment given  on  this  indictment  should  not  be  set  aside, 
as  void  in  law, 

Keating  shewed  cause. — This  Court,  on  motion,  wiU 
not  inquire  into  the  validity  of  the  judgment  of  an  in< 
fcrior  court,  the  proper  mode  of  determining  it  being 
by  writ  of  error.  In  Rex  v.  Seton  (a)  the  Court  quashed 
a  certiorari,  which  issued  to  bring  up  from  the  quarter 
sessions  an  indictment  for  the  non-repair  of  a  highway. 
Lord  Kenyony  C.  J.,  says,  '^  In  the  case  of  summary 
proceedings,  orders,  and  convictions  before  magistrates, 
the  proceedings  may  be  removed  by  certiorari  after  judg- 
ment, because  such  proceedings  can  only  be  removed  by 
certiorari ;  but  where  a  judgment  has  been  given  on  an 
indictment,  the  record  must  be  removed  by  writ  of 
error."     Rex  v.  Jackson  {b)  and  Rex  v.  Potter  (c)    are 

• 

(a)  7  T.  R.  373.         {h)  6  T.  R.  145.         {«)  2  Ld.  Raym.  937. 
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authorities  to  the  same  eflTect     The  cases  on  the  sub-        1844. 
ject  are  collected  in  Chitty's  Criminal  Law,  VoL  1^    THsQusxir 
pw747. 

Seoondlj,  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  has  an  inhe* 
rent  power  to  quash  an  indictment;  and  if  they  have 
acted  in  the  exercise  of  that  power,  and  their  proceed^ 
ings  are  regular  on  the  face  of  them,  this  Court  will  not 
inquire  into  the  grounds  upon  which  they  have  acted. 
The  power  which  Judges  have  to  quash  an  indictment 
is  not  derived  from  any  statute,  but  incident  to  their 
office  by  the  conunon  law,  in  order  that  full  and  com- 
plete justice  may  be  administered.  If  a  count  in  an  in- 
dictment contains  several  charges,  or  if  several  charges 
of  felony  are  laid  in  different  counts,  the  indictment  may 
be  good  on  demurrer;  yet  the  Judges,  in  the  exercise 
of  their  power,  frequently  quash  the  indictment,  where 
it  appears  the  defendant  may  be  prejudiced  or  embar- 
rassed in  his  defence.  The  proceedings  of  the  court  of 
quarier  sessions  also  are  according  to  the  rules  of  the 
common  law;  Hartley  v.  Hooker  (a).  Rex  v.  W(idley(Ji)\ 
and  all  the  common-law  incidents  attach  which  are  es- 
sential to  the  administration  of  justice.  The  court  of 
quarter  sessions  is  a  very  ancient  court,  and  exercises  a 
very  extensive  criminal  jurisdiction.  The  justices  of  the 
peace,  by  their  present  name,  derive  their  authority  from 
the  Stat  34  Edw.  3 ;  but  the  ancient  conservators  of 
the  peace  were  as  old  as  any  officers  known  to  the  law, 
and  it  is  but  reasonable  and  proper  for  the  administra- 
tion of  justice,  thatyif  the  Judges  should  have  the  power 
of  quashing  indictments,  the  justices  of  the  peace  should 
have  it  also.  The  powers  given  to  justices  by  the  com- 
mission of  the  pence  are  nearly  as  extensive  as  those 
l^ven  to  the  Judges  by  the  commission  of  oyer  and 
terminer.     In  Archbold's  Criminal  Pleading,  p.  62, 

(a)  Cowp.  524.  (h)  4  M.  &  S.  508. 


r. 
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1844.        7th  ed.>  though  a  doubt  is  raised  whether  quarter 
The  Quxkn    sioDs  have  power  to  quash  an  indictment,  yet  no  author- 
ity is  cited,  nor  is  any  to  be  found.    [Coleridffey  J. — la 
what  state  were  the  proceedings  when  the  indictment 
was  quashed  ?]     It  does  not  appear  that  the  defendantB 
had  pleaded.    [  Coleridge^  J. — Afler  the  jury  are  charged, 
the  indictment  cannot  be  quashed.]     Unless  by  with- 
drawal of  the  plea,  as  was  done  in  a  case  before  Wight- 
many  J.,  who,  afler  the  defendant  had  pleaded,  allowed 
him  to  withdraw  his  plea,  and  then  quashed  the  indict- 
ment.   As  to  any  observations  that  may  be  made  on  the 
course  adopted  by  tlie  sessions  on  this  occasion,  the  justices 
are  quite  willing  that  their  reasons  should  be  canvassed; 
but  it  is  apprehended  that  such  a  discussion  would  not 
be  relevant  on  the  present  motion,  this  question  being 
one  of  jurisdiction  only. 

■ 

Newton^  contri. — In  Archbold's  Criminal  Pleading, 
p.  62,  7th  ed.,  there  is  this  passage :  ^'  The  aj^lioation 
to  quash  an  indictment  is  made  to  the  court  where  the 
bill  is  found ;  except  in  cases  of  indictments  at  sessions, 
or  in  other  inferior  courts,  in  which  cases  the  applica- 
tion is  made  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  the  record 
being  previously  removed  there  by  certiorari.**  This 
appears  to  be  the  general  course  of  practice,  and  some 
authority  should  be  shewn  for  this  assumption  of  power 
when  an  indictment  is  quashed  on  motion  by  the  de- 
fendants, but  opposed  by  the  Crown.  The  indictment 
was  found  at  the  previous  seseions,  and  respited,  and 
notice  was  given  by  the  defendants  to  try  the  indict- 
ment at  the  following  sessions.  The  statute  60  Grea  8 
&  1  Geo.  4,  c.  4,  was  passed  to  prevent  delay  in  the 
administration  of  justice  in  cases  of  misdemeanours, 
and  sect.  5  directs  how  indictments  may  be  tried  at  the 
subsequent  sessions.  The  proper  course  for  the  defend- 
ants was,  either  to  plead  to  the  indictment,  or  demur; 


■N 
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they  refuse  to  do  so,  and  ask  the  Court  to  quash  the  .  1844. 
indictment.  In  Rex  v.  TTie  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (a)  j.^,  Qd«bn 
the  quarter  sessions  entertained  an  appeal  against  the 
allowance  of  the  surveyors'  accounts ;  there  the  certio- 
rari was  taken  away,  but  it  was  held,  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  sessions  had  exceeded  their  jurisdiction,  the  clause 
in  the  statute  taking  away  the  certiorari  did  not  apply. 
A  writ  of  error,  therefore,  is  not  the  only  way  of  calling 
in  question  the  decision  of  an  inferior  court.  A  coro- 
ner's inquisition  may  be  quashed  on  motion.  The  rule 
is  for  the  Judges  to  quash  an  indictment  only  in  cases 
where  the  judgment  could  not  be  passed  on  the  record. 
There  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  defendants  might  not 
be  convicted  on  this  indictment.  Where  a  court  arrives 
at  an  erroneous. judgment,  the  remedy  is  by  writ  of 
error.  Here  the  quarter  sessions  have  exceeded  their 
authority,  and  the  Court  will  entertain  this  motion. — 
[|The  rest  of  his  argument  was  directed  to  the  proceed- 
ings at  the  sessions.] 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  counsel  for  the  justices 
has  placed  the  question  on  the  true  ground,  that  of 
jurisdiction.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  court  of 
quarter  sessions  does  possess  jurisdiction  to  quash  an 
indictment  before  plea.  It  is  not  necessary  to  go  fur- 
ther. The  right  is  to  be  found  stated  in  all  the  writers 
vrho  have  treated  of  the  matter.  There  is  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  does  not  pos- 
eeas  in  that  respect  the  same  power  as  this  Court.  Act- 
.ing  on  my  own  knowledge,  I  feel  no  difficulty  in  saying 
that  the  quarter  sessions  have  the  power  to  do  what 
they  have  done.  They  are  the  sole  judges  of  the  cir- 
cumstances in  which  they  may  exercise  that  power.  It 
is  nothing  to  say  that  the  indictment  is  good,  and  lias 

(a)  6  T.  R.  629. 
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1844.        yet  been  quashed.     K  a  demurrer  were  put  b>  and 
Thk  Quskn    ^ug^^  to  prevail,  but  was  overruled,  it  would  be  no 
^'  answer  to  the  complaint  to  say,  that  the  indictment  wu 

good.  It  is  dear  that  the  power  to  quash  on  d^nuner 
is  a  power  possessed  by  the  court,  both  at  sessions  and 
assizes.  The  law  has  invested  them  with  these  powen^ 
and  wc  cannot  inquire  whether  they  have  acted  right 
or  wrong  in  the  exercise  of  them,  except  on  a  writ  of 
error.  The  argument  in  support  of  the  rule  has  been 
mainly  directed  to  shew  that  the  sessions  have  acted 
from  improper  motives,  and  in  an  improper  manner. 
But,  if  that  is  so,  a  criminal  information  ought  to  have 
been  filed  in  this  court  against  the  justices.  I  do  not 
say  that  it  is  so ;  but,  if  the  facts  stated  were  to  remain 
without  explanation,  there  might  be  sufficient  grounds 
for  granting  it:  that,  however,  is  not  the  question  here. 
Of  course,  we  do  not  anticipate  the  opinion  we  should 
have,  if  our  interference  in  this  case  should  be  required. 
All  that  we  say  is,  that  such  would  have  been  the  proper 
mode  of  proceeding  had  the  facts  stated  been  true ;  but 
certainly  this  certiorari  is  not  the  proper  mode  of  pro* 
ceeding,  in  order  to  undo  what  has  been  done. 

Williams,  J. — There  was  considerable  force  in  the 
argument  of  Mr.  Keating^  that,  in  order  to  impeach 
what  has  been  done,  it  is  necessary  for  the  other  side  to 
shew  by  authority  that  it  is  not  competent  to  the  court 
of  quarter  sessions  to  quash  an  indictment  at  alL     It 
would  be  difficult,  perhaps  impossible,  to  produce  any 
authority  to  such  an  effect.     There  is  no  distinction  of 
one  class  of  felonies  from  another.     The  sessions  are 
entrusted  with  great  powers  to  a  certain  extent.     It  is 
then  naturally  desirable  that  they  should  proceed  ac- 
cording to  the  rules  of  the  common  law.     When  the 
sessions  are  entrusted  with  so  much  power,  it  may  well 
be  they  are  provided  with  such  as  is  necessary  for  the 
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effectiye  exercise  of  it.     Unless,  therefore,  we  see  some        1844. 
distinct  authority  for  saying  that  the  sessions  do  not    rp^^  qukxk 
possess  the  power  to  quash  an  indictment,  which  they  *'* 

may  most  undoubtedly  try,  and  which  they  may  hold 
bad  on  demurrer,  we  cannot  refuse  to  allow  them  that 
power.  No  authority  to  the  contrary  has  been  produced ; 
as  it  certainly  would  have  been  if  any  such  had  ex- 
isted. On  this  return,  the  indictment  having  beei^ 
quashed,  the  simple  question  is  whether  the  sessions 
had  the  power  to  do  what  they  have  done.  We  must 
assume,  from  the  nature  of  the  court,  and  the  ordinary 
mode  of  its  proceedings,  that  the  sessions  have  such 
power. 

CoLjQRiDGE,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  is 
only  a  question  of  jurisdiction,  and  it  was  so  argued  on 
both  sides.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  sessions 
have  power  to  quash  an  indictment.  It  was  admitted 
by  Mr.  Newton^  that  they  might  under  certain  circum- 
stances. Where  the  constitution  entrusts  the  sessions 
with  authority  to  try  indictments,  the  sessions  must,  at 
the  same  time,  be  entrusted  with  all  the  other  powers 
incident  to  a  court  having  such  authority.  Then,  JVIr. 
Newton  says,  that,  though  that  is  true  as  a  general  pro- 
position, yet  he  has  a  right  to  the  rule  on  two  grounds  i 
one,  that,  as  this  is  a  case  of  misdemeanour,  and  the  party 
had  been  bailed  more  than  twenty  days,  the  statute 
60  Gea  3  &  1  Geo.  4,  c  4,  intervenes,  and  com{)els 
the  quarter  sessions  to  try  this  indictment  That  seems 
to  me  a  total  misunderstanding  of  the  act.  The  object 
of  the  act  was  to  prevent  the  delay  of  the  party,  but 
not  to  interfere  with  the  power  of  the  court.  The 
court  has  the  same  power  now  that  it  had  before ;  and, 
with  respect  to  the  trial,  the  court  now,  as  before,  can 
postpone  the  trial  till  a  future  time.  If  it  is  meant 
to  be  relied  on,  that  this  indictment  had  been  found  at 

VOL.  L  U  U  N.  8.  C. 
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1844.       the  previous  sessions^  that  seems  to  me  to  amount  to 
The  QuKBif    i^othing;    for  the  same  right  must  exist  in  the  court 
^  ^'  finally  to  determine  an  indictment*  whether  found  at 

the  previous  or  at  the  same  sessions.     The  court  has 
the  indictment  before  it,  and  this  is  one  mode  of  d«- 
posing  of  it     If  any  objection  exists  as  to  the  mode  of 
dispofidng  of  the  indictment,  it  would  equally  esst  as  to 
any  other  mode  of  disposing  of  the  indictment,  on  de- 
murrer, or  on  a  trial     The  other  ground  on  which  this 
application  is  rested  is,  that,  if  the  power  to  quash 
exists,  it  can  only  be  exercised  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances, and  that  such  circumstances  did  not  arise 
here.     It  is  said,  that,  if  the  indictment  comes  before 
the  sessions,  under  circumstances  in  which,  if  they  are 
wrongs  their  judgment  would  prejudice  the  ultimate  pro- 
ceedings of  the  party,  they  have  no  right  to  come  to  the 
conclusion  of  quashing  the  indictment.     That  is  not  sob 
If  the  sessions  entertain  the  question,  they  have  a  right 
to  decide  it ;  and  if  they  decide  Avrongly,  that  cannot 
be  treated  as  an  exceeding  of  their  jurisdiction,  but  as 
an  erroneous  decision,  and  must  be  so  dealt  with.     It  is 
said,  that  an  indictment  cannot  be  quashed,  except  in 
cases  where  a  good  judgment  could  not  be  passed  upon 
it.     Indictments  have  been  quashed,  where  there  has 
been  a  defect  that  would  be  considered  fatal  on  de- 
murrer; but  for  this  reason,  that,  by  so  quashing^  it 
would  enable  the  prosecutor  to  prefer  a  fresh  indict- 
ment.   As  I  have  said,  however,  this  is  properly  a  ques- 
tion of  jurisdiction ;  and,  being  so,  I  do  not  think  thai 
we  can  examine  into  the  propriety  of  the  decision,  nnoe 
we  are  satisfied  as  to  the  jurisdiction,  and  any  error  in 
the  exercise  of  it  may  be  made  the  subject  of  a  ¥nit 
of  error. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     This  is 
an  application  to  review  a  decision  of  the  quarter 
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rionSy  bj  which  they  have  decided  that  they  ought  to        1844. 
quash  an  indictment  brought  before  them.     As  a  gene-    *phb  Qukbn 
ral  rule,  the  mistakes  of  courts  of  record  in  their  judg-  *'• 

ments  should  be  made  the  subject  of  writs  of  error. 
That  is  proved  by  the  cases  of  Rex  v.  Seton  {a)  and  Rex 
T.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (b).  But  it  is  said, 
in  this  case  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  gave  a  judg- 
ment which  was  beyond  its  jurisdiction,  and  that  this 
Court  could  not  quash  an  indictment  for  the  reason 
assigned  in  this  instance.  But  the  subject-matter  of  the 
indictment  is  one  over  which  the  court  of  quarter  ses- 
aions  has  jurisdiction ;  and,  incidental  to  that  jurisdic- 
tion, the  court  must  clearly  have  the  power  to  deter- 
mine the  validity  of  an  indictment  The  sessions  might 
have  determined  that  question  on  demurrer,  and,  in  so' 
doing,  might  have  given  a  wrong  judgment ;  still,  they 
would  have  had  jurisdiction,  and  their  decision  could 
not  be  impeached  in  the  way  now  attempted.  The  ses- 
sions have  now  done,  without  demurrer,  what  they  might 
clearly  have  done  upon  demurrer.  There  may  be  error 
brought  on  their  decision,  if  it  was  erroneous ;  and  the 
whole  argument  of  Mr.  Newton  went  to  shew  that  it 
was  so.  We  cannot  try  that  question  in  this  mode  of 
proceeding.  I  entirely  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court, 
that,  if  there  has  been  any  mal-practice  here,  that  may 
be  the  ground  of  another  inquiry,  but  it  cannot  be  the 
ground  for  quashing  a  judgment  which,  in  point  of  ju- 
risdiction, the  sessions  had  clearly  a  right  to  give.  It 
18  said,  that,  under  the  present  circumstances,  the  ses- 
rions  had  nothing  to  warrant  them  in  doing  what  they 
have  done;  but  that  is  matter  for  the  sessions;  they 
have  exercised  their  discretion  upon  it,  and  we  cannot 
entertain  the  question  on  this  motion. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 

(a)  7  T.  R.  373.  (i)  Id.  467. 

nH2 
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1844. 

Nov,  22Md.  The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Sussex. 

Where  it  ap.  IN  EastcT  Term,  Sir  F.  Themger,  Solidtor-GenenJ,  o 

davit,  that,  on  taioed  a  rule  nisi  for  a  mandamus  to  the  justices  of  tl^' 

a^Dj^an  or-  eastern  division  of  the  county  of  Sussex,  to  enter  coi^^' 

the  a^DdEIntf '  *"^^«"ices  and  hear  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  twi 

offered  evi.  justices,  for  the  remoTal  of  Henry  Clempson  and  hh 

that  no  com-  three  children  from  the  parish  of  Eastbourne  to  th€^^ 

Sllldi'hJ^r^^  parish  of  Westham,  in  the  said  county,  and  to  hear  and 

the  removing  determine  the  merits  of  the  said  appeal 

jostices,  (an  .  .  i_       _j 

objection  taken  He  moYcd  upon  an  affidavit,  which  set  out  uie  order 
of  apped)?  but.  ^^'^  examinations  on  which  it  was  made,  and  the  grounds 
■ioM^nrf^  to  ^^  apP«Jj  of  which  the  only  material  one  was  as  follows: 
hear  thennri-     — "That  there  was  no  complaint  by  the  churchwardens 

dence  on  the  _  .,  »  y      t*^      -»  xi_«- 

ground  that  and  overseers  of  the  pansh  oi  Jiiastboume  to  the  justices 

the  compiant  ^^^  made  the  said  order  of  removal ;  or  that,  if  there  was 

in  the  wder  any  such  complaint,  it  was  not  made  in  writing,  nor 

this  Court  was  any  copy  of  such  complaint  sent  to  the  respondents 

granted  a  man-       ^^i    ^  •      ^'         n 

damns  to  com-    With  the  examinations. 

to  cnter^ron-"*       When  the  appeal  came  on  for  hearing  at  the  sessions, 
tinuances,  and    the  appellants  were  prepared  with  evidence,  in  support 

of  the  preliminary  objection  contained  in  the  above 
ground  of  appeal,  to  shew  that  no  complaint  had  been 
made  before  the  removing  justices  by  the  parish  officers 
of  Eastbourne,  or  either  of  them,  and,  consequently,  that 
the  justices  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order  of  re- 
moval ;  but  the  sessions  overruled  this  objection  of  the 
appellants,  and  refused  to  hear  any  evidence  upon  the 
point,  on  the  ground  that  the  recital  of  the  complunt  in 
the  order  was  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  justices  who 
made  it  had  jurisdiction. 

Affidavits  by  the  respondents  in  answer  stated,  that 
at  the  sessions  the  appellants  took  a  preliminary  objec- 
tion to  the  order  of  removal  on  two  grounds:  1.  That 
there  was  not  any  copy  of  a  complaint  made  by  the 
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pariflh  officers  of  Eastbourne,  sent  with  the  said  order         i844. 
and  examination  to  the  appellants.     2.  That  no  com-     xhTqubrn 
plaint  in  writing:  had  been  made  before  the  removin&r  v- 

t       .  ^^  .  ^   The  Justices  of 

justices  by  the  parish  officers  of  Eastbourne ;  and,  there-  Sussbz. 
fore,  that  the  removing  justices  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
make  the  said  order.  That  if  was  admitted  in  argument 
that  a  complaint  had  been  made,  but  the  objection  was, 
that  it  was  not  made  in  writing,  and  that  the  sessions 
overruled  the  objection,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not 
necessary  that  the  complaint  should  be  in  writing,  and 
transmitted  with  the  examination ;  that  the  appellants 
did  not  offer  to  produce  any  n^ative  evidence  to  shew 
that  there  was,  in  fact,  no  complaint  made  before  the  re- 
moving justices  ;  and  that  the  respondents  were  prepared 
to  shew  that  oomplaint  was,  in  fact,  made  before  them  by 
and  on  behalf  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
Eastbourne,  if  they  had  been  required  so  to  do,  notwith- 
standing such  complaint  was  not  made  in  writing. 

Johnson  and  Creasy  now  shewed  cause. — Although 
the  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  was  granted  would,  if 
unexplained,  lead  to  the  inference  that  the  court  of 
quarter  sessions  did  refuse  to  hear  evidence  on  the  point 
whether  a  complaint  had,  in  fact,  been  made,  yet  the  ex-* 
planation  given  by  the  affidavits  in  answer  shew  that 
such  was  not  the  case,  as  they  distinctly  state  that  it 
yiTBB  admitted  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellants  in  argu- 
ment^ that  a  complaint  had,  in  fact,  been  made,  but  that 
the  real  objection  insisted  upon  at  the  hearing  was,  that 
the  complaint  had  not  been  made  in  writing,  nor  any 
copy  sent  to  the  appellants.  A  complaint  in  writing  was 
nnnecessary :  Regina  v.  Bedingham  (a),  Regina  v.  The 
Jttstices  of  Buckinghamshire  {b\  Here  there  has  been  a 
hearing  by  the  sessions,  and  a  decision ;  and  this  Court 

(a)  Ant^,  p.  105.  (6)  3  Q.  B.  R.  800. 
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1844.        will  not  interfere  bj  mandamus  to  review  thdr  dedaon: 
The  Qosen    R^gina  v.  The  Justices  of  Kesteven  (a),  Regina  v.  7k 
The  Jostices  of  ^^^^*  9f  Carnarvon  (J),  Regina  v.  The  Justice$  of  CUe- 
SU88EX.       shire  {c). 

Sir  i^.  Thesiger,  Solicitor-General,  (with  whom  was 
Fitzherbert\  contr^ — In   the  judgment  of  Lord  Dm- 
man^  C.  J.,  in  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Buekmghamr 
shire  {d)y  it  is  expressly  laid  down,  that  if  there  is  no  oom- 
plaint  made  by  the  overseers,  the  removing  justices  have 
no  jurisdiction.     Here  an  objection  is  expressly  taken  in 
the  grounds  of  appeal  that  no  complaint  Iiad  been  made. 
This  is  an  objection  which,  when  once  taken  in  the 
grounds  of  appeal,  could  not  be  disposed  of  without 
hearing  evidence ;  and,  as  the  affirmative  lay  on  the  re* 
spondents,  unless  at  the  trial  of  the  appeal  they  had  pro- 
duced evidence  to  shew  that  there  had  been  in  fact  a 
complaint,  or  unless  the  objection  had  been  veaived,  the 
decision  upon  it  must  have  been  for  the  appellants. 
The  affidavits  on  the  other  side  do  not  distinctly  aver 
any  such  waiver;  and,  as  the  facts  are  before  the  Coort, 
it  appears  that  the  sessions,  on  an  erroneous  view  of  the 
effect  of  the  recital  in  the  order,  refused  to  hear  evi- 
dence, and,  without  any  proof  of  a  complaint  by  any  <»ie^ 
decided  that  a  proper  complaint  had  been  made.     If^  in 
fact,  this  was  their  decision,  and  if  it  so  appears  upon 
the  affidavits,  then  the  present  rule  must  be  made  ab- 
solute ;  and  the  attempt  made  by  the  other  aide  to  ex- 
plain away  the  effect  of  the  affidavits  on  which  the  rule 
was  obtained,  shews  that  to  be  the  substantial  ground 
on  which  they  rest  their  hopes  of  preventing  the  inter- 
ference of  this  Court — [Here  he  was  stopped  by  the 
Court] 


(a)  Ant^,  p.  151.  (c)  8  A.&  E.404. 

(b)  4  B.  &  A.  86.  (d)  3  Q.  a  R.  800. 


\ 
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Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  think  that  it  appears  upon  1844. 

the  whole,  from  these  aflSdavits,  that  there  was  a  refusal  i*hb  Qubbn 

to  entertain  the  question.   K  not,  it  may  be  so  returned ;  ^' 

at  all  events,  there  is  enough  to  induce  us  to  call  upon  So88bx. 
the  justices  to  make  a  return. 

Williams,  Coleridge,  and  Wightman,  Js.,  con- 
curred. 

Rule  absolute. 


T 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Somebsetshire.  iVbo.  22nd. 

HIS  was  an  application  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  de*  The  57  Geo.  3, 
fendants  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  certiorari  should  p'ronding  for 
not  issue,  to  remove  into  this  Court  an  order  made  by  b**u  £^5^6 
them,  or  some  of  them,  at  the  general  quarter  sessions  p^ce  incoan- 
of  the  peace,  holden  at  the  Castle  of  Taunton,  in  and  the  joitices  at 
for  the  said  county,  on  the  15th  of  October  last,  whereby  SoUJj^^^e 
it  was  declared  "  that  no  officer  of  that  court  should  "J?.  "^  *^ 

table  of  such 

thereafter  take  or  demand  any  fee  or  payment  whatever  fees,  which, 

.£•  j/»4a»  r     •  ^  n  when  SO  made 

irom  any  defendant  in  cases  of  misdemeanour.  and  settled^ 

The  affidavit  of  Mr.  Coles,  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  ji^  ^^^ 
stated,  that,  from  the  time  of  his  appointment  to  the  •pprobatkmof 

the  jastioes  at 

office  in  1810  down  to  the  time  of  making  and  confirm-  the  ensuing 

ingthe  table  of  fees  thereinafter  mentioned,  he  had  been  2aQs,^^then 

in  the  receipt  of  such  fees  belonging  to  that  office  j"j*^*^7^^ 

as  had  been  taken  by  his  predecessors  in  office,  amongst  ^^^  aasixes  for 

which  were  certain  fees  paid  by  defendants  in  misde-  their  ratifi<». 
«ir».<w>««^«««.o  **®"  ■"d  «>o- 

meanours.  finnation;and 

empowers  them 
from  time  to 
time  in  like  manner  to  make  other  tables  instead  of,  or  in  addition  to,  the  former,  which 
«re  to  be  approved,  ratified,  and  confirmed  in  like  manner ;  and  provides  that  such  fee* 
shall  be  the  only  fees  taken  by  the  clerks  of  the  peace. 

Where,  under  this  statute,  a  table  of  fees  has  been  made  at  one  quarter  sessions,  ap- 
proved at  the  next,  and  ratified  by  the  Judges  at  the  following  county  assises,  the  court  of 
quarter  sessions  has  no  power  to  interfere  with  the  fees  by  a  general  order,  but  must  resort 
to  the  course  prescribed  by  the  act. 

SembUf  that  the  sessions  have  no  power  to  abolish  such  fees,  they  having  been  sanctioned 
hf  met  of  Parliament. 
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1844. 


The  Queen 

V. 

The  Justice!  of 
Somerset- 
shire. 


That,  under  the  57  Geo.  3,  c  91  {a),  a  table  of  fees 
and  allowances  to  be  taken  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for 
the  county  of  Somerset  was  ascertained,  made,  and  set- 


(a)  Sect.  1,  reciting  that  doubts 
have  arisen  touching  the  fees  and 
allowances  due  and  to  be  made  to 
the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  se- 
veral counties  and  other  divi- 
sions in  England  and  Wales,  for 
the  removing  of  such  doubts  en- 
acts, "  That,  from  and  after  the 
1st  day  of  July  next,  it  shall  and  justices  at  the  next  anises  for 
may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  jus-     the  adjoining  county  where  as- 


spectively,  shall  be  laid  belbcf 
the  Judges  of  assize,  at  the  neit 
assizes  for  such  countiet  and 
places  respectively,  ezcept  the 
several  places,  being  counties  ia 
which  assizes  are  not  constantly 
or  regularly  holden  in  every  year, 
and,  in   those  cases,  before  the 


tices  of  the  peace  for  the  county 
of  Kent,  and  for  the  county  pa- 
latine of  Lancaster,  at  their  an- 
nual general  sessions  of  the  peace, 
and  for  the  justices  of  the  peace 
in  every  other  county,  riding,  di- 
vision, city,  town,  liberty,  or  pro- 
duct within  England  and  Wales, 
at  their  respective  general  quar- 
ter sessions  of  the  peace,  to  as- 
certain, make,  and  settle  a  table 
of  fees  and  allowances  to  be  taken 
by  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for  such 
county  df  Kent,  and  such  county 
palatine,  and  such  other  counties, 
ridings,  divisions,  cities,  towns, 
liberties,  and  precincts  respect- 
ively ;  and  such  table  of  fees  and 
allowances,  when  so  made,  shall 


sizes  are  constantly  and  regularly 
holden,  and  to  which  prisonen 
are  generally  removed  for  tiial 
from  such  places  respectively, 
and  also  except  the  counties  in 
Wales  and  the  county  palatine 
of  Chester ;  and  before  the  jna- 
tices  at  the  next  great  sessions 
for  the  several  counties  in  Walei, 
and  for  the  county  palatine  of 
Chester ;  and  the  said  Judges  and 
justices  respftctively  are  hereby 
authorised  to  ratify  and  confirm 
such  tables  respectively,  either  as 
settled  and  approved  as  aforesaid, 
or  with  such  alterations,  addi- 
tions, and  improvements  as  to 
such  Judges  and  justices  last 
mentioned  shall  appear  to  be  jost 


be  subject  to  the  approbation  of    and  reasonable ;  and  it  shall  be 
the  justices  of  the  peace  at  the     lawful  for  the  said  justices  of  the 


then  next  succeeding  general  an- 
nual sessions  of  the  peace  for  the 
county  palatine  of  Lancaster,  and 
for  the  county  of  Kent,  and  at 
the  then  next  succeeding  general 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for 
every  other  such  county,  riding, 
division,  city,  town,  liberty,  or 
precinct  as  aforesaid,  or  at  some 
adjournment  of  such  sessions  re- 


peace,  at  their  respective  quarter 
or  general  sessions  of  the  peace, 
from  time  to  time,  in  like  man- 
ner, to  make  other  tables  of  fees 
and  allowances,  instead  o^  or  in 
addition  to  the  tables  of  fees  and 
allowances  before  made,  which 
shall  and  may  be  approved,  and 
afterwards  ratified  and  confirmed, 
in  like  manner;  which  fees  and  al- 
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tied  at  the  Michaelmas  quarter  sessions  for  Somerset, 
17th  October,  1825,  and  approved  at  the  next  quarter 
sessions,  held  in  and  for  the  same  county,  9th  January, 
1826,  and  ordered  to  be  laid  before  the  Judges  of  assize 
at  the  then  next  assizes  for  the  said  county,  pursuant  to 
the  said  statute ;  and  that  such  table  of  fees  and  allow- 
ances was,  at  the  following  Lent  assizes  for  the  said 
coimty,  ratified  and  confirmed  with  certain  amendments, 
to  which  their  initials  were  aflixcd  by  the  Judges  of 
assize. 

That  such  table  has  been  acted  upon  up  to  the  pre* 
sent  time,  and  is  now  in  force — (a  copy  was  annexed  to 
the  affidavit). 

That,  at  the  Midsummer  sessions,  notice  was  given 
by  Mr.  Escott,  one  of  the  justices,  of  his  intention  to 
move  at  the  then  next  Michaelmas  sessions  as  follows : — 
**  That  no  officer  of  this  court  do  hereafter  take  or  de- 
mand any  fee  or  payment  whatsoever  from  any  defend- 
ant in  misdemeanour." 

That,  at  the  following  Michaelmas  sessions,  after  con- 
siderable discussion  and  difference  of  opinion  upon  the 
said  motion,  the  order  of  court  in  question  was  made 
by  the  votes  of  twenty-two  magistrates  against  those  of 
nineteen  others. 

Notice  of  the  application  for  the  rule  was  served  upon 
the  chairman  of  the  quarter  sessions,  and  another  magis- 
trate present  at  the  said  Michaelmas  sessions,  and  on 
Mr.  Escott,  the  mover  of  the  resolution. 


1844. 


Thb  Quken 
The  Jaitices  of 

SOMKBSET- 

VHniB. 


lowancefi,  contained  in  such  tables 
respectively,  when  so  made  and 
approved,  and  afterwards  ratified 
and  confirmed  as  aforesaid,  shall 
be  the  only  fees  and  allowances 
which  shall  be  taken  by  the  clerks 
of  the  peace  of  the  several  coun- 
ties  and  places  for  which  such 
tablet   respectively  shall  be  so 


made,  approved,  ratified,  and  con- 
firmed, from  and  after  such  rati- 
fication and  confirmation  there- 
of respectively,  anything  in  any 
act  or  acts  of  Parliament,  or  any 
law,  usage,  or  custom  to  the  con- 
trary in  anywise  notwithstand- 
mg. 
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1844.  Crowder,  {Moody  \rith  him  (a) ).— The  effect  of  the 

Thb  Qubbn    order  in  question  will  be  at  once  to  quash  and  destroy 

The  Justioef  of  *^®  ^^'^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^®  clcrk  of  the  peace.    The  jns- 
SoMBMBT.     tices  could  hardly  have  sufficiently  considered  the  act  of 

Parliament  which  authorises  the  table,  and  the  nuuiner 

in  which  it  is  to  be  regulated.     This  table  of  fees  was 

arranged  bj  the  justices  in  1826,  and  then  submitted  to 

the  Judges  of  assize,  {Gazeke  and  Burroughj  Js.)     The 

only  mode,  therefore,  which  the  justices  can  lawfully 

pursue,  in  order  to  alter  or  get  rid  of  it,  is,  by  referring 

another  table  of  fees  to  the  approbation  of  the  justices 

at  the  next  quarter  sessions,  and  then  to  that  of  the 

Judges  of  assize.    [Pattesouy  J. — If  the  order  is  yM 

altogether,  the  clerk  of  the  peace  may  disregard  it.]     If 

the  order  remained  unquashed,  and  the  derk  were  to 

take  the  prohibited  fees,  though  according  to  the  table» 

he  might  expose  himself  to  be  dealt  with  by  the  sessions 

for  extortion ;  and  they  might  and  would  refer  to^  and 

act  on  their  own  order  to  support  the  charge. 

Patteson,  J. — I  think  we  had  the  question  as  to  the 
legality  of  fees  taken  by  the  derk  of  the  peace  befinre  us 
in  a  Middlesex  case  (ft),  where  some  act  was  referred  to 
expressly  authorising  the  taking  of  the  fees.  This  act 
authorises  the  sessions  to  regulate  the  fees.  The  justices, 
in  1826,  adopted  the  course  prescribed  by  the  act,  thereby 
sanctioning  this  table  of  fees.  I  am  not  certain  that, 
eyen  supposing  the  present  sessions  had  taken  the  steps 
required  by  the  act,  they  haye  not  gone  beyond  their 
power  in  abolishing  tlie  fees  so  sanctioned.  It  may 
be  yery  improper  that  there  should  be  such  fees ;  but 
it  docs  not  follow,  because  the  fees  are  improper,  (in 
the  opinion  of  all  mankind,  it  may  be),  that  the  court 


(a)  Nov.   16th,  before  PatU-        (6)  Probably  lU^a  v.  Baktr^ 
ton,  J.  7A.  &  E.  502. 
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of  quarter  sessions  has  a  right  to  abolish  them  even  1844. 

under  the  statute.  -  If  established  by  act  of  Parliament,  thr  Queen 

the  l^slature  should  abolish  them.  ^^  jj^icet  of 

Rule  nisi.  Someksbt- 


SBIRB. 


No  cause  being  shewn  against  the  rule,  Crowder  now 

moved  to  make  it  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Bidino  of    jv^,  2Srd. 

Yorkshire. 
(Stanley  v.  Alyerthorpe). 

JIN  this  term,  Pashky  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  Notice  of 
mandamus  to  the  justices  of  the  West  Riding  of  York-  ^J^^^^' 
ehire,  to  enter  continuances  and  hear  an  appeal  against  ^y  ■  copy  of  an 
an  order  of  two  justices,  dated  July  29th,  1844,  for  the  moval,  and  of 
removal  of  Mary  Abson,  and  Elizabeth  and  Joseph  tion^pon 
Matthew,  her  two  children,  from  the  township  of  Al*  ^^f^  **  '^^ 

'  '  ^  made,  was 

Terthorpe  cum  Thomes,  to  the  township  of  Stanley  icrYedbythe 
cum  Wrenthorpe,  both  in  the  sud  riding.  the  appellant! 

Notice  of  chargeability,  and  a  copy  of  the  order  of  Augu,t.    Chi 
removal,   and  of  the  examination  upon  which  it  was  the  24th  of 

^  Augnst,  the 

founded,  were  sent  by  the  respondents  on  the  29th  of  appellant! 
July,  and  received  by  the  overseers  of  the  appellant  of  appeal  on 
parish  on  the  2nd  of  August  following.     On  the  24th  ^ta"*^*' 
of  August,  notice  of  appeal,  and  on  the  25th  of  Sep-  p*«p««  were 

./»...  1  •  /•«       notremoTed. 

tember,  notice  of  tnal,  with  a  wntten  statement  of  the  When  the  ap- 
grounds  of  appeal,  were  served  by  the  appellant  upon  to  be^riA^" 
the  respondent  overseers.     The  quarter  sessions  were  ^*  "eaMoni, 

fbaed  to  hear 
it,  on  the 
ground  that  notice  of  appeal  had  not  been  giren  within  twenty-one  dayi  after  the  receipt  of 
the  order f*&c. : — Heldf  that,  since  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act,  the  order  of  remoTal 
.  create!  a  grierance  giving  a  right  to  appeal,  and  that  the  notice  of  appeal  in  this  case  waa 
in  time,  and  is  not  limited  to  the  twenty -one  days  mentioned  in  sect.  79  of  that  act. 
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1844. 


The  Qukbn 

V. 

The  Justices  of 

the  Wbst 

Riding. 


held  on  the  16  th  of  October^  when  the  appeal  came  on 
for  hearing.  No  removal  of  the  paupers  had  taken 
place. 

At  the  trial,  the  above  facts  being  admitted  on  both 
sides,  the  respondents  objected  to  the  appellants  being 
heard,  inasmuch  as  they  had  not  given  notice  of  their 
intention  to  appeal  within  twenty-one  days  after  the 
notice  of  chargeability,  accompanied  by  a  copy  of  the 
order  of  removal  and  examination,  had  been  sent  to 
them  by  the  respondents,  and  the  sessions  refused  to 
hear  the  appeal,  on  the  ground  that  due  notice  of  ap- 
peal had  not  been  given. 


HaH  and  Overend  now  shewed  cause. — The  notice  of 
appeal  was  too  late.  Under  the  old  statutes,  there  was 
no  appeal  till  after  actual  removal  of  the  pauper^  and  in 
this  case  the  pauper  was  not  removed:  nor  is  there 
any  appeal  at  common  law.  By  the  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  76, 
(Poor  Law  Amendment  Act),  a  new  right  to  appeal 
was  created,  not  by  implication,  but  by  express  worda^ 
so  that  it  cannot  be  extended  further  than  those  words 
give  it :  Rex  v.  Norton  (a),  JRex  v.  The  Justices  of  Here^ 
fordshire(b).  Then,  what  arc  the  express  words  of  the 
statute  here?  They  are  in  the  proviso  at  the  end  of 
the  79th  section (c),  and  no  others;  and  they  clearly 
limit  the  right  to  appeal  to  the  twenty-one  days  aftier 
the  service  of  the  order  of  removal.     Then,  do  the  ap- 


(a)  2  Sir.  831. 

(b)  3  T.  R,  504. 

(c)  Sect  79  of  the  45:5  Will.  4, 
c.  7G,  after  directing  that  the  pau- 
per shall  not  be  removed  till  after 
twenty-one  days  after  notice  given 
of  his  being  chargeable,  provides, 
that,  '*  if  notice  of  appeal  against 
such  order  of  removal  shall  be  re- 
ceived by  the  overseers  of  the  pa- 


rish from  which  such  poor  person 
is  directed  in  such  order  to  be  re- 
moved within  the  said  period  of 
twenty-one  days,  it  shall  not  be 
lawful  to  remove  such  poor  person 
until  after  the  time  for  prosecuting 
such  Appeal  shall  have  expired;  or, 
in  case  such  appeal  shall  be  duly 
prosecuted,  until  after  the  fina| 
determination  of  such  appeel," 
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pellants,  though  not  within  the  words  of  the  statute^         1844. 

shew  any  grievance  in  this  case,  on  which  to  ground  a    j,„  Qunir 

right  to  appeal  ?    In  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Salop  (a),  m^  j  ^^L 

it  was  held,  that  a  parish  was  not  aggrieved  till  the      theWssr 

actual  removal  of  the  pauper^  which  shews  that  the 

mere  making  the  order  is  not  a  grievance.    In  the  cases 

of  suspended  orders,  an   express  statute  (49  Geo.  3^ 

c  24,  8.  2)  was  required  to  give  the  right  to  appeal  on 

service  of  the  order  and  notice  of  chargeability ;  and,  by 

the  same  rule,  there  can  be  no  appeal  here,  unless  the 

words  of  the  statute  expressly  authorise  it.     In  Rex  v. 

Hansen  (J),  Abbott,  C.  J.,  said, "  The  rule  of  law  is,  that, 

although  a  certiorari  lies,  unless  expressly  taken  away, 

yet  an  appeal  does  not  lie,  imless  expressly  given  by 

statute."    Rex  v.   The  Justices  of  Surrey  (c),  Rex  v. 

Stone  (d),  and  Rex  v.  Stock  (e)  are  to  the  same  effect. — 

[They  cited  also.  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Suffolk  (/),  Rex 

V.  LincolnsJiire  (y),  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Leicester  (A), 

Rex  V.  The  Justices  of  Cornwall  (»),  Regina  v.  The  Justices 

of  Middlesex  {k)f  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Cheshire  (I), 

Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Lancashire  (my] 

Pashleg  and  Pickenngy  contra. — It  is  not  contended 
on  the  other  side,  that  a  right  of  appeal  does  not  exist 
on  the  actual  removal  of  the  pauper,  which  may  take 
place  much  later  than  twenty-one  days  afVer  service  of 
the  order ;  but  the  argument  comes  to  this,  that  there  is 
a  vacuum  afler  the  expiration  of  the  twenty-one  days, 
and  before  the  removal,  during  which  there  is  no  right 
to  appeal.  This,  however,  is  not  to  be  gathered  from 
the  authority  of  the  cases  cited,  nor  from  principle; 

(a)  6  Dowl.  28.  {g)  3  B.  &  C.  548.     ' 

\h)  4  fi.  &  A.  519.  (h)  4  Dowl.  633. 

(c)  2  T.  R.  504.  (i)  6  A.  &  E.  894. 

{d)  6  East,  514.  \h)  9  Dowl.  163. 

\e)  8  A.  &  E.  405.  (/)  1  Dowl.,  N.  S.,  572. 

(/)  4  A.  &  £.  319.  (m)  12  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  M.C.,110. 
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1844.  and,  if  it  were,  the  practice  would  be  found  inconTe* 
Thb  QuxBir  i^ent,  as  it  would  lead  to  this,  namely,  that,  if  a  paridi 
Th  Jostioesof  °®6^^^  ^  appeal  witliin  twenty-one  dayB  after  le- 
the  Wb8t  ceiving  notice  of  chargeabilitj,  it  might  continue  in* 
curring  a  liability  for  the  pauper's  expenses  for  a  length 
of  time  without  being  allowed  to  contest  the  questioD, 
and,  in  case  of  the  pauper's  death  before  his  actual  re- 
moval, would  be  entirely  without  remedy.  Since  the 
4  &  5  Will.  4,  c  76,  a  grievance  is  clearly  created  by  a 
service  of  notice  of  chargeability,  as  by  sect.  84  the 
cost  of  maintaining  a  pauper  must  be  borne  from  that 
date  by  the  parish  on  whom  the  notice  is  served,  pro- 
vided that  parish  becomes  ultimately  liable.  It  is  this 
power  of  giving  costs  by  the  statute  which  is  the  real 
grievance,  and  against  this  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
a  right  to  appeal  exists. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — This  is  said  to  be  a  case  of  novelty, 
but  I  do  not  see  any  difficulty  in  coming  to  a  condo- 
sion  upon  it  The  1 3  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  12,  s.  2,  gave  an  i^ 
peal  to  the  party  grieved ;  but,  as  the  order  of  removal 
was  no  grievance,  the  right  to  appeal  was  only  after  the 
actual  removal  of  the  pauper.  Now,  however^  by  the 
recent  statute  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  tiie  grievance  com- 
mences from  the  time  when  the  order  and  notice  of 
chargeability  are  served  on  the  opposite  party,  for  from 
that  time  they  become  liable,  by  the  84th  section,  to  the 
expenses  of  the  pauper,  if  ultimately  proved  chai^geable 
to  their  parish.  The  pauper  can  only  be  removed  after 
twenty-one  days,  and  not  even  then,  if  notice  of  appeal 
has  been  given  within  the  twenty-one  days.  If  such 
notice  has  been  omitted  to  be  given  within  the  twenty- 
one  days,  it  has  been  decided  in  Rex  v.  7%«  JuMiieet  rf 
Suffolk{a)  and  Beffina  v.  7%e  Justices  of  MiddlewexQk), 

(a)  4  A.  &  E.  319.  {h)  9  DowL  IdS. 
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that  notice  of  appeal  maj  still  be  giyen  upon  the  removal        1844. 
of  the  pauper.    Here  it  is  contended,  and  this  is  the  point    *pbe  Qubbn 
of  Mr.  HalVs  argument,  that,  if  the  twenty-one  days  rm.  j  ''ij     ^ 
are  suffered  to  go  by,  there  is  no  appeal  except  after      the  Wbst 
the  removal    The  only  foundation  I  can  see  for  that  is, 
that,  as  the  reason  for  requiring  the  removal  formerly 
before  the  right  to  appeal  accrued  was,  that  it  created 
a  grievance,  it  is  contended  that  here,  after  the  twenty- 
one  days,  the  supposed  grievance  ceases.     But  I  think 
that  a  grievance  is  created  under  the  order  itself,  and, 

therefore,  that  the  appeal  lies. 

Rule  absolute. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Casterton.  Nw.  25M. 

JLN  this  case,  Pashky  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  in  Tri-  An  order  of 
nity  Term,  (6th  June,  1844),  calling  on  the  prosecutors,  J^^ng  Aos: 
the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Casterton,  Z!!*^*'*?^*" 
to  shew  cause  why  an  order  of  sessions,  which  had  been  To  the  over- 
brought  up  by  certiorari,  dated  &c.,  confirming  an  ori-  township 
^nal  order  of  two  justices  for  the  removal  of  James  Jo^c  ovei^ra 
Dixon  from  the  township  of  Kirkby  Lonsdale  to  the  of  the  poor  of 

,  the  township  of 

township  of  Casterton,  in  the  county  of  Westmoreland,  c,  in  the  said 
should  not  be  quashed  for  the  insufficiency  thereof.  ^tlir'shews  * 

The  order  of  sessions,  with  the  original  order  of  two  J^f*  f  k*^' 
justices  for  the  removal  of  the  pauper  annexed,  was  as  is  in  the  county 

^  „  of  Westmore- 

follows : —  land. 

"Westmoreland,  to  wit.     Be  it  remembered,  that,  at  tcrwisSted" 
a  ceneral  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  of  &c.,  holden  at  ^^^  **>«  «>»-, 

**  *  r  »  plaint  was  made 

Appleby,  in  and  for  the  county  of  Westmoreland,   on  to  na,  &c.,  two 
&C.,  before  William  Crackenthorpe,  WUliam    Hopes,  jjjl  /^i^  ^ 
and  William  Wilkinson,  Esquires,  and  others,  justices,  ^]*f^^^^ 
that  same  session  of  the  peace  is  adjourned  by  the  jus-  was  a  soffident 

^  "^  ^  J         aUegation  that 

the  justices 
were  justices  of  the  county  of  Westmoreland. 
The  order  of  sessions  stated  the  judgment  of  the  sesiions  in  terms  of  reciM  onlj, 
inatctd  of  present  m^vui&aXUmi^Held  sufficient. 
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1844.        tices  aforesaid  until  Friday  the  5th  day  of  Jaauaiy 

TnK  QosBK    ^^o^"^®^^*  ^  ^    holden  at  Kendal  in   and  for  tho 

V*  county  aforesaid,  to  do  farther  as  the  court  shall  thea 

Inhabitants  of  , 

Castbrton.  consider,  &c. ;  and  on  the  said  Friday  the  same  genod 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  u  holden  by  the  adjomn- 
ment  aforesaid,  at  Kendal  aforesaid,  in  and  for  the  ail 
county,  before  Edward  Williams  Hasell,  Greorge  WilioDi 
George  Edward  Wilson,  Esquires,  and  others,  jostioefl^ 
&C.,  at  which  said  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  pesos 
continued  and  holden  by  the  adjournment  aforesaid,  it 
Kendal  aforesaid,  in  and  for  the  county  aforesaid,  on  the 
said  Friday  the  5th  day  of  January  aforesaid,  in  the 
year  aforesaid,  before  the  said  justices  last  named,  an  ap- 
peal against  a  certain  order,  bearing  date  the  28th  day 
of  October,  1843,  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  John 
Wakefield  and  Richard  Fotheigill,  Esquires,  is  then 
and  there  depending  for  trial,  which  said  order  is  an- 
nexed to  this  schedule,  and  is  in  manner  and  form  tf 
follows : — 

"  Westmoreland^  to  wit.  To  the  overseers  of  the  pow 
of  the  township  of  Kirkby  Lonsdale,  and  to  the  overseen 
of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Casterton,  in  the  scadcotattf* 
Whereas  you  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township 
of  Earkby  Lonsdale  have  made  complaint  unto  ^ 
whose  names  are  hereunto  set,  and  seals  affixed,  being 
two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  })eace,  and  quonun 
in  cmdfor  the  said  county,  that  James  Dixon  has  oome 
to  inhabit  in  your  said  township,  not  having  guned  a 
legal  settlement  there,  nor  having  produced  a  certificate 
owning  him  to  be  settled  elsewhere,  and  that  he  die 
said  James  Dixon  has  been  actually  chargeable  to  your 
said  township.  We  the  said  justices,  upon  due  proof 
made  thereof  upon  oath,  and  likewise  upon  due  con- 
sideration had  of  the  premises,  do  adjudge  the  same  to 
be  true;  and  we  do  likewise  adjudge  that  the  lawful 
settlement  of  the  said  James  Dixon  is  in  the  parish, 
township,  or  place  of  Casterton,  in  the  county  of  Werti* 
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jid.  We  do  further  require  you  the  said  over- 
f  the  poor  of  the  said  township  of  Earkby  Lons- 
•r  8ome  or  one  of  you,  to  convey  the  said  James 
from  and  out  of  your  said  township  of  Earkby 
Je  to  the  said  parish,  township,  or  place  of  Cas- 
and  him,  together  with  this  our  order,  or  a  true 
hereof,  to  deUyer  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
)r  to  some  or  one  of  them,  who  are  also  hereby 
d  to  receive  and  provide  for  him  according  to 
Griven  under  our  hands  and  seals  the  28th  day  of 

T,  1843. 

«  '  John  Wakefield,  (l.  s.) 

«  '  Richard  FothergilL'  (l.  s.) 

id  whereas  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  town- 

Casterton  did  prosecute  and  carry  on  the  said 

to  trial  against  the  said  order  to  the  present 

[  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  and  wherein  this 

upon  hearing  of  coimsel  on  both  sides,  ordered 

e  said  order  be  confirmed. 

"  By  the  Court" 


1844. 
The  Quexk 

V, 

Inhabitants  of 
Casterton. 


ie$  and  Ramshay  shewed  cause  (a). — The  orders 
ibre  the  .Court  are  good,  although  it  is  objected 
other  side,  that  the  original  order  of  removal 
shew  that  the  township  from  which  the  removal 
de  is  in  the  county  of  Westmoreland,  and  also  fails 
r  that  the  justices  making  it  had  jurisdiction,  in- 
L  as,  it  is  said,  it  does  not  appear  to  be  made  by 
I  acting  in  and  for  the  county  of  Westmoreland. 
be  found,  however,  on  reading  that  order,  as  re- 
L  the  order  of  sessions,  that  jurisdiction  is  shewn ; 
county,  ^^  Westmoreland,"  is  first  stated  in  the 
y  then  the  two  townships,  "  Eirkby  Lonsdale"  and 


or.  9th,  before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  WiUiamt^  Coleridge^ 
I.  II  N.  8.  C. 
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1844.        ^^  Casterton,**  are  stated  to  be  ''  in  the  said  ooontf ,"  ui 
Thk  Queen    ^^  justices  are  stated  to  be  justices  ^in  asdibr  As 
Inhabrtmnto  of  ^^  couuty,"  both  of  which  must  refer  to  the  oouDty  of 
Castketon.    Westmoreland,  as  no  other  is  mentioned.    In  tMA,h 
justices  first  give  the  limit  over  which  their  juiiaiidki 
extends,  and  then  say  the  places  for  which  thejff 
acting  are  within  it.     There  can  be  no  doubt  Aat  lk 
venue  in  the  margin  is  sufficient,  if  deailj  refemiti 
by  vords  in  the  body  of  the  document:  /2er  y.JUm^ 
critchell{a\  Bex  v.  St  Mary\  Leicester  {b\  Bex  T.fl*' 
b€ck(c)y  Bex  V.  8outhwold{d)y  Bex  v.  Bourn  (e).   Se* 
condly,  it  is  contended,  that  the  order  of  sessbns  is  bdi 
because  it  contains  no  present  and  positive  adjudbr 
tion,  but  is  only  in  terms  of  recital   It  is  true,  the  wcri 
"  ordered^  is  used  instead  of  "  order,"  but  that  is  of* 
im{X)rtance,  if  it  sufficiently  appears  that  the  justioei 
at  sessions  were  the  justices  who  made  the  order,  nit 
does  here.      Bex  v.  Maulden  (f)  is  an  authority  on  diii 
point ;  there  it  was  held,  that  the  words  '*  hamng  tt 
judffed^  in  an  order  of  justices  were  to  be  understood  tf 
words  of  present  adjudication,  and  that  tiie  order  ii 
that  respect  was  good. 


Pashlerfy  contrsL — ^No  answer  has  been  given  to  tb 
first  objection.  It  is  admitted,  that  the  cases  cited,  nl 
many  others,  shew,  that,  where  a  venue  is  stated  in  tk 
margin,  and  is  clearly  referred  to  in  the  body  of  i> 
order,  that  will  be  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  fis4 
the  venue.  Here,  however,  the  question  is  one  (^jon^ 
diction ;  and,  before  that  is  clearly  shewn,  no  intend 
ment  in  favour  of  the  order  can  be  allowed:  Begm^ 
Tohe  (y) ;  where  Cokridge,  J.,  in  ^ving  judgment,  «ii 


(a)  2  East,  66. 
(6)  1  B.  &  A.  329. 

(c)  IBurr.  S.C.I  98. 

(d)  Id.  143. 
(tf)  Id.  39. 


(/)  8  B.  &  C.  78;  ind  I" 
Rex  y,  St.  NieMoi,  £0ca*r») 
A.  &  £.  79. 

(^)  8A.&E.S27. 
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*'  The  Court  must  see,  beyond  dispute,  that  the  magis- 
trates have  jurisdiction ;  they  must  not  give  it  to  them- 
selves by  doubtful  words ;  but,  when  their  jurisdiction 
once  i^pears,  reasonable  intendment  will  be  made  in 
fiiYOur  of  the  order  as  to  the  facts  stated : "  Rex  y.  CAi?- 
versccton  (a),  Christie  v.  Unwin  (&)•  2.  There  is  no 
,  language  in  the  order  of  sessions  amounting  to  a  present 
and  positive  adjudication.  In  Rex  v.  Kentoartliy  (c),  it 
was  held,  that,  on  a  conviction  for  perjury,  the  entry  on 
the  record  of  the  words  ^4t  is  ordered  that  the  said  L. 
K.  be  transported  to  &c.,  for  and  during  the  term  of 
seven  years,"  did  not  amount  to  a  judgment,  and  a  pro- 
cedendo issued  out  of  this  Court,  commanding  the  court 
below  to  proceed  to  give  judgment.  The  earlier  part  of 
this  order  is  in  the  present  tense,  and  tiien  the  word 
**  ordered^  is  used  afterwards  in  the  past  tense,  and  seems 
to  point  to  a  different  time,  which  would  lead  to  the  con- 
duaon,  tiiat  the  order  was  not  entirely  drawn  up  by  the 
justices  at  sessions.  It'would  have  been  as  easy  to  follow 
the  usual  form,  if  the  proceedings  were  r^ular ;  and  the 
departure  from  it,  tiierefore,  wiU  not  be  supported. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 


1844. 


Tbb  Qubbn 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
Castbrton. 


LoBD  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — The  principal  question  in  tiiis  case  is,  whe- 
ther the  justices  making  the  original  order  of  removal 
appear  on  the  face  of  it  to  have  had  jurisdiction,  or,  in 
other  words,  whether  there  are  statements  therein  of 
sufficient  circumstances  to  shew  the  justices  to  be  jus- 
tices in,  of,  and  for  the  county  in  which  the  removing 
township  is  situated.  The  order,  so  far  as  this  point  is 
concerned,  is  in  the  following  terms : — "  Westmoreland, 
to  wit  To  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township 
of  Kirkby  Lonsdale,  and  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of 

(a)  8  T.  R.  178.        (b)  11  A.  &  E.  37a        (c)  1  B.  &  C.  711. 

Ii2 
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1844.  the  township  of  Casterton,  in  the  said  county."  It 
ThTqobbn  ^^^^  proceeds  to  state  the  complaint  of  the  oveneen  of 
,  ,  ,  r*       .    Edrkby  Lonsdale,  whose  names  are  set  out,  "  to  two  of 

Inhabitants  of  "^  ,  •  -i   #•        t         -ji 

Castirton.  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  m  and  for  the  aaid 
county."  The  rest  of  the  order,  being  in  the  usual  form, 
and  not  objected  to,  is  not  material  to  be  set  out.  It 
was  contended  in  argument,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  jus- 
tices had  failed  to  describe  themselves,  in  terms,  as  being 
justices  in  and  for  the  county  of  Westmoreland,  their 
jurisdiction  for  making  tiie  order  is  not  shewn,  and 
therefore  it  cannot  be  supported.  Two  cases  were 
cited ;  one.  Rex  v.  Chilverscoton  (a),  and  the  other,  Bex 
Y.  Moarcritchell  {b).  It  was  admitted  by  the  leaned 
counsel,  in  arguing  against  the  validity  of  the  order, 
that  the  latter  case  can  no  longer  be  considered  as  law 
by  us,  but  we  are  of  opinion  that  neither  of  the  cases 
cited  is  applicable  to  this.  In  the  case  of  Rex  y.  CAU' 
verscotan  (a),  the  county  was  named  in  the  margin  of  the 
order,  and  in  the  body  of  it  one  parish  was  described  as 
being  in  one  county,  and  the  other  in  another,  and  if 
was  on  this  circumstance,  the  mention  of  the  two  coun- 
ties, that  the  want  of  jurisdiction  of  the  removing  jus- 
tices was  made  to  depend.  The  Court  considered  that 
it  was  left  uncertain  of  which  county  they  were  jus- 
tices. In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Moorcritchell  (b)y  the  coimty 
of  Wilts  was  in  the  margin  of  the  order,  but  in  the 
body  of  it  the  county  of  Dorset  was  mentioned ;  also 
the  justices  described  themselves  as  ^^  justices  in  and 
for  the  said  county;"  and  upon  this  the  Court  held 
that  it  ought  expressly  to  appear  that  the  justices  had 
jurisdiction  to  make  the  order,  and  that,  two  counties 
having  been  mentioned  before,  they  ought  to  have  stated 
^  of  which  county  they  were  justices.  It  is  obvious, 
therefore,  that  the  order  in  the  present  case  is  free  from 

(a)  8  T.  R.  178.  {b)  2  East,  66. 
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that  uncertainty,  which,  in  both  the  instances  referred        1844. 
to,  the  Court  considered  to  be  fatal ;  and  the  question    j,^^  qubeic 
seems  to  resolve  itself  into  this,  whether  the  margin  is    ,  ,  .  f  • 

'  ^  Inhabitantsof 

to  be  considered  part  of  the  order  or  not,  because,  if  it    Castbkton. 
be,  the  two  contending  townships  are  described  as  being 
in  the  coimty  of  Westmoreland,   none    other  being 
named,  and  the  removing  justices  as  being  justices  of 
that  county,  by  words  of  direct  reference. 

Now,  this  point  seems  to  have  been  long  settled.  The 
case  of  Rex  v.  HoJbeck  (a)  is  thus  reported :  It  was 
objected  to  the  order  of  removal,  that  the  borough  of 
Lieeds  was  not  mentioned  in  the  body  of  the  order,  but 
only  in  the  margin,  and  therefore  it  did  not  appear  the 
two  justices  had  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order.  Lecy 
Chief  Justice,  said,  ^^  I  take  it  to  be  settled,  that,  in 
orders,  the  margin  is  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the 
order,  and  a  plain  dear  reference  to  it  is  sufficient:"  and 
the  Court  decided  thereupon.  We  are  of  opinion,  so 
construing  the  present  order,  it  may  be  sustained,  and 
that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  making  the  order 
sufficiently  appears.  It  was  also  objected,  although  to 
this  I  believe  an  answer  was  given  at  the  time,  that  the 
order  of  sessions  is  defective,  inasmuch  as  it  purports 
to  be  in  the  shape  of  recital,  and  not  of  direct  adjudica- 
tion. We  think,  however,  that  the  order  does  adjudi- 
cate; and  that  objection  must  therefore  fail,  and  the  rule 

must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  1  Burr.  S.  C.  198. 
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1844. 


Nov.  25M. 


In  SeptemlMry 
1839,  a  poor- 
rate  wai  made 
for  Ihe  town- 
ihipofT., 
against  which 
an  appeal  waa 
entered  at  the 
Januanr  lea- 
lions,  1840, 


The  Queen  v.  CLEBfENT  Botds,  William  Chadwickc, 
and  James  Fenton^  Esquires. 

In  Easter  Term  last,  Archbold  had  obtained  a  rule  nia 
for  a  mandamus  to  the  defendants,  three  of  the  justioeB 
of  the  county  of  Lancaster,  commanding  them  to  i 
warrants  of  distress  under  their  hands  and  seab 
Messrs.  Abraham  Ormcrod  &  Ca,  for  levjing  the  seve- 
ral balances  due  from  them  upon  certain  rates  made  for 

thlf  teSi^ar  *®  ^^^^  ^^  *®  P^^  ^^  ***®  township  of  Todmorden  and 
a  new  valuation   Walsden,  in  the  sud  county. 

should  be  made,  ,         -  _  _     - 

and  that  in  the  It  appeared  from  the  affidavits,  that»  on  the  24th  of 
pa^^to  ^  September,  1839,  a  rate  of  2i.  in  the  pound  was  made 
should  be  made   for  the  township  of  Todmorden  and  Walsden,  aeainBt 

according  to  the  '^  ^ 

'      '"    '  which,  at  the  January  sessions,  1840,  an  appeal  was  en- 

tered, and  respited  on  the  following  terms: — **  That, until 
the  disputed  questions  as  to  the  amount  of  rating  shall 
be  settled,  the  appellants  shall  only  pay  in  erery  soo- 
ceeding  rate  the  amount  in  which  they  were  assessed  in 
the  last  effective  rate  prior  to  the  appeal,  and  that  the 
balance  either  for  or  against  them  shall  be  paid  by,  or 
allowed  to  them,  when  the  amount  of  their  respeotive 
assessments  shall  be  finally  fixed."  That  this  decisifm 
was  fully  acquiesced  in  both  by  one  Shackleton,  the  as- 
sistant overseer,  and  the  appellants,  who,  in  pmBnance 

sions,  1843, 

when  the  new  valuation  was  completed,  and  the  rate  reduced.  Pending  this  appeal  the 
assistant  overseer  died,  and  a  new  rate  was  made  in  May,  1840,  in  which  the  appellants 
were  rated  as  in  the  rate  appealed  against,  and,  on  their  refusal  to  pay,  were  sammoned  be* 
fore  the  petty  sessions,  who  made  an  order  that  they  should  pay  according  to  the  i^greement, 
that  is,  according  to  the  last  effective  rate.  They  paid  the  amount  ordered  on  thai  ratet  and 
the  like  amount  on  four  other  rates,  made  between  that  time  and  Micfaadmaa,  1843.  la 
April,  1844,  they  were  summoned  by  the  overseers  to  pay  in  full,  and  the  jnsticea  at  ipedal 
sessions  were  applied  to  for,  and  refused  distress- warrants  to  compel  such  payment. 

On  an  application  for  a  mandamus  to  the  justices  for  this  purpose — HM^  thai  after  to 
long  a  time  the  township  must  be  taken  to  have  acquiesced  in  the  agreement  made  \sj  S,, 
and  the  Court  refused  to  issue  the  writ. 

Stmbhf  (per  Lord  Denman,  C  J.)t  ^^t  the  publication  of  rates  onder  7  WilL  4  ft 
1  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  2,  should  be  on  every  place  of  divine  worship  within  the  pariah,  in  ordv 
to  give  the  fiillest  publicity  to  the  notice. 


last  effective 
rate,  and  the 
balance,  either 
for  or  against 
the  appellants, 
he  afterwards 
paid  by,  or  al- 
lowed to  them. 
These  terms 
were  agreed  to 
by  the  appel- 
lants  and  S., 
the  assistant 
overseer,  and 
the  appeal  was 
respited  from 
time  to  time 
till  the  Mi. 
chaelmas  ses- 
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thereof,  paid  the  amount  so  ordered.   It  was  also  agreed         i844. 
that  a  new  valuation  of  the  township  should  be  made,    xhk  Qusxif 
The  appeal  was  then  respited  from  time  to  time  until  *• 

the  Michaelmas  sessions,  1843,  when  the  new  valuation, 
which  had  been  made  in  the  meantime,  was  produced 
in  court,  and  the  rate  altered  according  to  such  valua- 
tion. Shackleton  died  in  1840,  pending  this  appeal. 
In  May,  1840,  another  assessment  had  been  made,  in 
which  the  appellants  were  rated  at  the  same  value  as  in 
the  rate  of  September,  1839.  No  appeal  was  entered 
against  this  rate,  but  the  appellants,  having  refused  to 
pay  it,  were,  on  the  5th  July,  1841,  summoned  before 
the  justices  at  petty  sessions,  who  made  an  order  that 
they  should  pay  the  amoimt  assessed  in  the  last  effective 
rate,  which  was  paid  accordingly.  Four  other  assess- 
ments were  made  before  the  completion  of  the  new  valu- 
ation,  namely,  on  June  24th,  and  December  16th,  I84I, 
September  Ist,  1842,  and  May  30th,  1843,  against  which 
no  appeals  were  entered,  but  on  which  the  like  amounts 
were  paid  to  Shackleton's  successor  as  had  been  paid 
imder  the  rate  of  May,  1840. 

On  the  1st  of  April,  1844,  Messrs.  Ormerod  &  Co. 
were  summoned  before  the  justices  at  petty  sessions  to 
pay  the  intermediate  rates  in  full,  and  an  application  was 
made  to  the  sessions  for  distress-warrants,  when  the  jus- 
tices decided  that  those  payments  should  only  be  made 
according  to  the  new  valuation,  and  refused  the  distress- 
warrants,  on  the  ground  that  the  agreement  extended  to 
the  intermediate  rates. 

It  also  appeared  that  the  township  of  Todmorden  and 
Walsden  is  composed  of  two  hamlets  so  named ;  that  in 
Todmorden  there  are  two  churches,  the  old  and  the  new 
church;  the  former  has  two  doors,  but  is  used  principally 
for  burial  service :  that  in  the  new  church,  which  has 
also  two  doors  or  regular  entrances  for  the  congregation, 
divine  service  is  regularly  performed ;  that  in  Walsden 
divine  service  is  regularly  performed  once  on  every 
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1844.         Sunday  by  a  clergyman  of  the  Church  of  England,  in  a 
The  Queen    building  which  has  been  rented  for  a  Sunday-fichool 
„  ^'  since  the  year  1840. 

That  the  rates  in  question  were  published  only  at  one 
of  the  doors  of  the  new  church,  and  not  elsewhere  in  the 
township.  No  evidence  of  publication  was  given  or  ten- 
dered before  the  justices. 

Baines  and   Butt  now  shewed  cause. — It  is   clear, 
that  the  township,  by  its  long  silence,  has  acquiesced  in 
the  agreement  made  by  the  assistant  overseer   in  its 
behalf.     The  agreement,  therefore,  must  be  considered 
as  still  acted  upon,  and  binding;  the  appellants  have 
always  so  treated  it,  or  they  would  have  appealed  against 
every  rate  in  succession.     Then  this  is  an  application  to 
interfere  with  the  decision  of  justices  acting  in  a  judicial, 
not  ministerial  character,  which  interference  this  Court 
will  not  sanction :  Harper  v.  Carr  {a) ;  which  is  dis- 
tinctly recognised  by  Parke,  B.,  in  the  judgment  in 
Skingley  v.  Surridge{p).     It  was  a  question  for  their 
discretion ;   they  did  not  decline  jurisdiction,  but  ex- 
ercised it  by  deciding  that  the  amount  due  for  rates  was 
that  which  the  appellants  had  always  been  ready,  and 
offered  to  pay.     Nor  do  the  overseers  assign  any  rea- 
son for  the  delay  in  making  an  application  to  compel 
the  payment  of  rates ;  the  first  of  which,  if  due  at  all, 
has  been  due  since  May,  1840.     Then  there  has  been 
no  proof  of  due  publication  of  the  rates,  which  b  a 
necessary  preliminary  to  obtaining  a  mandamus ;  Rex  v. 
Newcomb  (c) ;  the  want  of  it  being  a  radical  and  incur- 
able defect  in  a  rate :  Sibbald  v.  Roderick  (d).     Nor,  in 
fact,  was  there  sufficient  publication.      The  7  WilL  4 
&  1  Vict.  c.  45  {e)  provides  for  a  new  mode  of  publiah- 

(a)  7  T.  R.  270.  proclamations  or  notices,  whicfa, 

(b)  11  M.  &  W.  503,  514.  under  or  by  virtue  of  any  law  or 

(c)  4  T.  R.  368.  statute,  or  by  custom  or  ocher- 

(d)  11  A.  &  £.  38.  wise,  bave  been  heretofore  made 
{e)  Sect  2  provides,  <*  That  all  or  given  in  churches  or  cliapelsf 
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ing  rates^  Instead  of  the  old  one  under  17  Geo.  2,  c.  3,         1844. 
8.  1,  by  giving  public  notice  in  church.     If  that  old     ^^^  Qukbn 
mode  had  been  adopted  here,  at  least  all  the  congrega-  «'•. 

tion  would  have  heard  it ;  but,  by  affixing  the  notice  to 
one  door  only  of  one  church,  omitting  the  other  church 
entirely,  and  also  the  other  place  of  public  worship,  the 
publication  has  not  been  sufficient :  Regina  v.  Wkq^p  (a). 

Sir  F.  ThesigeTy  Solicitor-General,  and  Archbold^  con- 
tra.— The  publication  in  this  case  was  sufficient  The 
legislature  never  contemplated  the  affixing  the  notice  to 
the  door  of  a  church  used  only  for  funerals,  as  the  old 
church  in  this  case,  nor  on  such  a  place  of  worship  as 
the  school-room  in  question*  [Coleridgey  J. — Yet  Dis- 
senters pay  the  rates,  as  well  as  others.]  That  is  the 
reason  why  the  word  "  chapel "  is  inserted  in  the  act. 
It  intends  any  public  place  of  worship  where  divine 
service  is  regularly  performed,  but  would  not  apply  to  a 
chapel  in  a  cemetery.  Where  justices  have  declined  juris- 
diction, this  Court  will  compel  them  to  act.  Here  they 
have,  in  effect,  done  so,  by  leaving  the  payments  to  be 
made  on  the  footing  of  the  last  effective  rate,  which  they 
bad  no  right  to  do.  [^Coleridgey  J. — It  was  upon  the 
agreement.]  The  agreement  is  illegal,  or,  at  least,  by  the 
41  Greo.  3,  c  23,  s.  2  (6),  would  only  be  valid  with  re- 

during  or  after  divine  service,  and  such  notices,  when  so  affixed, 
shaU  be  reduced  into  writing,  and  shall  be  in  lieu  of,  and  as  a  sub- 
copies  thereof,  either  in  writing  stitution  for  the  several  procla- 
or  in  print,  or  partly  in  writing  mations  and  notices  so  heretofore 
and  partly  in  print,  shall,  pre-  given  as  aforesaid,  and  shall  be 
Tiously  to  the  commencement  of  good,  valid,  and  effectual,  to  all 
divine  service,  on  the  several  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever." 
days  on  which  such  proclamations  (a)  4  Q.  B.  R.  141. 
or  notices  have  heretofore  been  (6)  Which  provides,  **  That  if 
made  or  given  in  the  church  or  any  person,  rated  or  assessed  in 
chapel  of  any  parish  or  place,  or  any  rate  or  assessment  made  for 
at  the  door  of  any  church  or  cha-  the  relief  of  the  poor,  shall  give 
pel,  be  affixed  on  or  near  to  the  notice  of  appeal  to  the  church- 
doors  of  all  the  churches  or  cha-  wardens  and  overseen  of  the  poor 
pels  within  such  parish  or  place ;  of  any  parish,  township,  vill,  or 
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Tbb  Queen 

V. 
ROTDt. 


spect.to  the  rate  appealed  against,  not  future  rates.  The 
delay  was  caused  by  the  party  seeking  the  new  valua- 
tion. The  rule,  therefore,  should  be  for  a  peremptory 
mandamus,  in  which  case  the  justices  acting  in  obedience 
to  it  will  be  protected  under  6  &  7  Vict,  c  69. 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — It  is  dear  to  me,  that^  by  this 
long  delay,  during  which  so  many  years  have  passed, 
and  rates  been  made,  the  township  must  be  taken  to  have 
acquiesced  in  what  has  been  done,  as,  if  it  had  not, 
there  would  have  been  a  continuance  of  appeals  against 
the  rates.  We  are  called  upon  by  the  officers  of  the 
township  to  depart  from  a  practice  in  which  the  township 
has  evidentiy  acquiesced ;  and  we  think  we  ought  not  to 
do  it  As  to  the  publication  of  the  rates,  therefore,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  give  a  decision  in  this  case ;  but  I  should 
be  exceedingly  unwilling  to  narrow  the  publidty  to  be 
given  to  them.  I  entertain  a  doubt  whether,  under  the 
statute,  every  place  of  public  worship  is  not  intended. 
As  I  said  before,  it  is  not  necessary  to  dedde  that 
point ;  but  I  throw  this  out  to  intimate  to  parish  officers 
my  opinion,  that  the  fullest  means  should  be  adopted  to 
make  the  publication  as  general  as  the  statute  seems  to 
me  to  require.  This  rule  must  be  discharged;  and, 
being  against  justices,  who  do  not  appear  to  lis  to  be  in 
fault,  it  must  be  with  costs. 

Williams,  Coleridge,  and  Wiohtman,  Jb.,  con- 
curred. 

Rule  discharged,  witli  costs. 


place,  or  any  two  of  them,  then, 
from  and  after  the  giving  of  such 
notice,  and  until  the  appeal  shall 
have  been  heard  and  determined, 
no  proceedings  shall  be  com- 
menced or  carried  on  to  recover 
any  greater  aum  or  sums  of  mo- 
ney from  such  person  or  persons 


than  the  sum  or  sums  at  which 
he,  she,  or  they,  or  any  occupier 
of  the  same  premises,  shall  have 
been  rated  or  assessed  in  the  Uui 
^ecHve  rate  which  ahall  hare 
been  collected  in  such  pariah, 
townihip,  Til],  or  place." 


I 
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1844. 

The  Queen  "r.  The  Justices  of  Derbyshire.  Nov,  25th. 


N  this  case  a  rule  nisi  was  granted  for  a  mandamus  to  On  an  appeal 

the  justices  of  Derbyshire  to  enter  continuances,  and  of  two  justicea 

hear  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  made  S  vict^  loi 

under  the  7  &  8  Vict,  c  101  (a),  at  a  petty  sessions,  on  «g«iMt  the 

.  .        putative  father 

the  30th  August,  1844,  on  John  Weston,  for  the  mam-  of  an  iliegiti- 
tenance  of  a  male  bastard  child,  of  wliich  one  Jane  Mor-  sessiona  re'fuied 
ledge  was  delivered  on  the  1st  of  April,  and  alleged  the  ^  ^^  *^^ 
said  John  Weston  to  be  the  father.  no  groundi  of 

The  affidavits  stated,  that,  within  twenty-four  hours  qaired'bT  the 
after  the  making  of  the  order,  the  said  John  Weston  c.  76  and  2  i 
gave  notice  in  writing  to  the  said  Jane  Morledge,  in  the  ?y*?^*  ®*' 
presence  of  the  justices,  of  his  intention  to  appeal,  and  to  the  respond- 
did>  at  the  same  time,  give  sufficient  security  by  recog^      Sembie,  that 
nisance  for  the  payment  of  costs;  that  the  appeal  was  "pj^^'J^y^f 
entered,  and  came  on  for  trial  at  the  next  Michaelmas  qniredbythe 

statutes  in  soch 
a  case. 
On  an  application  for  a  mandamus  to  the  sessions  to  hear  such  appeal,  a  copy  of  the 
role  nisi  should  be  served  on  the  respondent,  as  well  as  the  justices;  but  where  thia  had 
not  been  done,  Patteton^  J.,  allowed  the  rule  to  be  made  absolute  on  terms. 

(a)  Sect.  1  of  the  7  &  8  Vict«  tive  father,  as  aforesaid,  such  pu- 
c  101,  repeals  the  former  powers  tative  father  give  notice  of  appeal 
for  making  orders  on  a  putative  to  the  mother  of  the  bastard  child, 
father  of  a  bastard  child,  except  and  also,  within  seven  days,  give 
Hi  thereinafter  provided.  sufficient  security,  by  recogni- 
Sect.  2  enacts,  that  the  puta-  sance  or  otherwise,  for  the  pay- 
tive  father  shall  be  summoned  ment  of  costs,  to  the  satisfaction 
before  the  petty  sessions,  on  ap-  of  some  one  justice  of  the  peace, 
plication  to  a  single  justice  by  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  puta- 
the  mother  of  a  bastard  child.  tive  father  to  appeal  to  the  gene- 
Sect.  3  empowers  justices  at  ral  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace, 
petty  sessions  to  make  an  order  to  be  holden  after  the  period  of 
on  the  putative  father  for  main-  fourteen  days  next  afler  the  main- 
tenance and  costs.  ing  of  the  said  order  for  the  coun- 
Sect.  4  enacts,  (inter  alia),  ty,  city,  borough,  or  place  for 
"  That  if,  within  twenty -four  which  such  petty  session  may 
hours  afler  the  adjudication  and  H  have  been  held." 
making  of  any  order  on  the  puta- 
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1844.        quarter  sessions ;  and  that  the  said  John  Weston  and 

.p^^"^[^jj    Jane  Worledge  seyerally  appeared  Aere   by  counsel; 

V.  thaty  when  the  notice  of  appeal  was  proved,  the  counsel 

'X1l6  Justices  01  

DsmBTSBiEK.  for  the  said  Jane  Worledge  contended  that  the  appel- 
lant was  not  entitled  to  be  heard,  not  having  served  any 
grounds  of  appeal,  as  required  by  the  ^^  5  fVilL  4,  c.  76, 
€md  2^3  VicL  c.  85 ;  whereupon  the  court  refused  to 
hear  the  appeal. 

WiUmorey  in  support  of  the  application  (a),  contended, 
that  no  grounds  of  appeal  were  required  by  the  7  &  8 
Vict  c.  101,  nor  by  either  of  the  statutes  above  mentioned. 
Under  the  4  &  5  Will  4,  c  76,  these  applications  were 
made  to  the  quarter  sessions  in  the  first  instance,  so  that 
there  was  no  appeal  there,  but  an  original  jurisdiction; 
then  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  85  provided  that  parties  might  go 
before  the  petty  sessions,  and,  if  dissatisfied,  transfer  the 
case  to  tiie  quarter  sessions,  by  which  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  petty  sessions  was  taken  away ;  in  neither  act»  there- 
fore, is  there  any  provision  for  an  appeal  m  bastardy 


No  cause  being  shewn,  WiUmore  now  moved  to  make 
the  above  rule  absolute  on  an  affidavit  of  service  of  the 
rule  nisi  upon  the  justices.  He  stated  that  a  copy  of  the 
rule  had  also  been  served  upon  the  respondent's  attorney^ 
who  wrote  upon  the  same  an  admission  of  tiie  service. 
There  was  no  affidavit  as  to  this ;  but  the  respondent 
had  given  no  instructions  to  oppose  the  application. 

Patteson,  J.,  allowed  the  rule  to  be  made  absolute, 
the  appellant  undertaking  to  serve  a  copy  of  it  upon  the 
respondent,  and  to  allow  the  rule  to  be  re-opened  and 
enlarged  to  next  term,  in  case  within  ten  days  the  re- 
spondent should  ^ve  notice  of  her  intention  to  oppose 

the  application. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 

END   OP  MICHAELMAS  TERM. 
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(ffourt  of  (©ueen'is  ISencf)- 


HILARY  TERM,   1845. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Warwickshire.        January  Uih. 

xN  Michaelmas  Tenn,  Spooner  had  obtained  a  rule  An  order  of  re- 
nisi  tor  a  mandamus  to  the  justices  ot  the  county  oi  per  from  K.  to 
Warwick,  to  enter  continuances  and  hear  an  appeal  of  .%:1S.TX. 
the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  ^^^^:  Th® 

*  parish  officers 

parish  of  Coleshill,  in  the  said  county,  against  an  order  of  C.  gave  no- 
of  two  of  the  said  justices  for  the  removal  of  Edward  appeal  ^dnat 
Sheffield,  Hannah  his  wife,  and  their  six  children,  from  *^' .^[^Yjon.^ 

'  '  '  next  sessioniy 

the  parish  of  Kingsbury,  in  the  said  county,  to  Coles-  *>"*  ^^  not  ap- 

^         "  •'  pear  at  those 

hllL  sessions,  nor 

He  moved  on  an  affidavit  which  stated,  that  in  May,  ^all^nor  ooun- 

1844,   the   order  of  removal,  with   the   examinations  termand  the  no- 
tice; whereupon 

&c.,  was  served  by  the  parish  officers  of  Kingsbury  the  sessions 
on  the  parish  officers  of  Coleshill,  who  thereupon,  on  upon  them  for 
the  12th  of  June,  served  notice  of  grounds  of  appeal  ^'J^ihe^pa™, 
ai^nst  the  said  order,  and  of  their  intention  to  pro-  ^f«  removed ; 

*^  ,  *  whereupon  C. 

secute  and  try  an  appeal  against  the  same  at  the  then  gave  fresh  no- 
next  general   quarter  sessions  for  the   Coventry  divi-  aMeaiaZthc 
sion   of  Warwickshire.      Those  sessions  were  held  at  Michaelmas 

sessions.  Those 

Coventry  on  the  4th  of  July;  but  the  apixillants  did  sessions com- 

-    .  .     ,  menced  Octo- 

not  appear,  nor  enter  their  appeal  there,  nor  counter-  ber  I6th.  On 
mand  their  notice.     The  respondents  appeared  in  sup-  lp%\L'^tl!'aV 

plied  to  the  ses- 
sions to  allow  them  to  enter  and  try  their  appeal,  which  the  sessions  refused. 
On  an  application  for  a  mandamus  to  the  justices,  founded  on  an  affidavit  stating  these 
facts : — Held  insufficient,  it  being  consistent  with  such  statement  that  the  application  to 
the  sessions  was  not  in  time  according  to  their  practice,  as  the  Court  will  not  presume 
tbat  the  sessions  were  wrong. 

VOL.  I.  K  R  N.  8.  C. 


SHIRE. 


t 
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1845.         port  of  the  order,  and  applied  to  the  sessions  for       ^^^ 
The  Queen    ^^^^^  ^^T  their  costs,  under  8  &  9  Will.  3,  c.  30,  e—      Sj 
^-  which  was  made  accordingly,  and  served  upon  the  ^m^x?' 

Warwick,  pellants  on  the  12th  of  July,  and  tlie  costs  pidd.  dZ>n 
the  19th  of  August^  the  paupers  were  removed 
Coleshill  under  the  order.  On  the  30th  of  Septeial> 
the  appellants  served  a  fresh  notice  of  grounds  of  ap; 
against  the  order,  and  of  their  intention  to  prosec 
and  try  the  appeal  at  the  next  general  quarter 
for  the  said  division*  The  next  sessions  were  held  ^^t 
Coventry  on  the  16th  of  October.  On  the  17tih,  fc*^e 
appellants  attended  for  the  purpose  of  entering  their  s^f> 
peal  at  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  who  refu^^^^ 
to  enter  it ;  they  afterwards,  on  the  same  day,  app 
to  the  sessions  by  their  counsel  to  enter  tiie  appeal, 
the  sessions  refused  to  enter,  or  to  allow  the  same  to  *^ 
tried. 


Hayes  and  Mellor  shewed  cause. — The  affidavits 
whicli  the  rule  was  obtained  does  not  disclose  a  pr^ 
facie  case  to  shew  that  the  sessions  were  wrong, 
only  states  that  the  appellants  attended  at  the  sessi 
on  the  17th  of  October,  and  that  the  court  revised 
allow  the  appeal  to  be  entered.  It  does  not  state  u 
what  ground  they  refused,  whether  from  non-compliai^ 
with  their  rules  of  i^racticc,  and  if  they  had  a  discrcticr 
this  Court  will  not  interfere.  As  in  a  motion  for  a  ma 
damus  under  railway  and  similar  acts,  a  distinct  domain 
and  refusal  of  specific  works  is  required;  so,  in  these  case^ 
the  ai)j)licant  nuist  state  the  reason  of  the  refusal,  or,  a^ 
all  events,  sufficient  fticts  to  shew  the  sessions  wcr^^ 
wrong.  In  Regiiixi  v.  Tlie  Justices  of  the  West  Ridinff  {ci)^ 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  proceeded  entirely  on  tha^^ 
principle.    [They  also  contended,  that  the  appellants^ 

(a)  Anti',  p.  G4. 
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by  their  first  notice  of  appeal,  had  made  their  election  of        1845. 
the  time  of  appealing,  and  had  thereby  deprived  them-    the"q^ 
selves  of  the  right  of  appealinff  upon  the  removal  of  the  v. 

*?  ^^  °  TheJiuticesof 

paupers,  and  cited  2  Nolan,  P.  L.  515,  Regina  v.  The  Warwick- 
JiLstices  of  Salop  (a),  Regina  v.  The  JtLstices  of  Ilere^ 
fordsldre  [b)y  Regina  v.  The  Justices  ofJMiddlesex  (c),  Re^ 
gina  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (d),  and  Regina 
V.  Stoke  Bliss  {e);  but  as  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
was  not  given  upon  this  point,  the  argument  is  omitted.] 

Spooner,  contr^ — The  affidavit  is  sufficient  if  the 
reason  of  the  refusal  maybe  collected  from  the  whole  of 
it.  Here  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  sessions  refused  to 
enter  the  appeal,  not  on  the  ground  that  the  application 
was  not  in  time  according  to  the  practice  of  the  court, 
but  that  the  right  of  appeal  was  gone.  That  sufficiently 
appears,  and  this  Court  will  not  presume  that  the  refusal 
was  for  other  reasons  than  those  stated. 

Per  Curiam  (/). — This  affidavit  is  insufficient.  The 
appellants  ought  to  have  shewn  that  they  were  in  time, 
according  to  the  practice  of  the  sessions.  It  is  not  to  be 
presumed  that  the  justices  did  wrong;  if  any  presump- 
tion is  to  be  made,  it  must  be  in  their  favour ;  and  it  is 
quite  consistent  with  this  statement  that  they  were  right, 
and  that  the  appellants  came  too  late  to  enter  their  ap- 
peal according  to  the  practice  of  the  sessions. 

Rule  discharged  with  costs. 

(a)  6  Dowl.  28.  (e)  Ante,  p.  267. 

(b)  8  DowL  638.  (/)  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  Pat- 

(c)  9  Dowl.  163.  teson,  Coleridge^  and  Wightman^ 

(d)  Ante,  p.  445.  Js. 
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1845. 

January  wth.  The  Queen  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Heanor. 

Where,  in  an  xN  Trinity  Term  last,  TVhitehurst  had  obtained  a  rule 
against  a  town-  ^^^  Calling  on  the  prosecutor  in  this  case  to  shew  cause 
noT-repai/of  a  ^^^^  *  certificate,  granted  by  Trndaly  C.  J.,  for  the  pay- 
highway  for  ment  of  costs,  should  not  be  set  aside  on  affidavits  stating 

carriages,  the  .  ^ 

defendants  were   the  following  facts  : — 
acquitted  on  the 

ground  that  it  At  a  special  sessions,  held  at  Derby,  December  2nd, 
highway  for  car-  1842,  Henry  Evans,  the  surveyor  of  highways  for  the 
C^'indict.^^  townsliip  of  Hcauor,  in  the  parish  of  Heanor,  was  sum- 
Sm  a'"^^'*''  moned  by  C.  R.  Granmer,  in  pursuance  of  the  5  &  6 
cutor  was  not  WilL  4,  c  50,  s.  94,  touching  and  concerning  the  repair 
under  5  &  6  ^^  ^  ^^^  Called  Miln  Hay  Lane,  in  that  township.  At 
■^59  *'  d  th^*  ^^  sessions,  the  surveyor  denied  that  the  road  in  question 
Court  set  aside  was  a  highway  for  carriages;  but  the  justices,  thinkiiig 
tificate.  they  had  no  discretion,  directed  an  indictment  to  be  pre- 

not  attach  where  ^^"^^  agdnst  the  inhabitants  of  Heanor.  An  indict- 
thc  way  indicted  ment  was  preferred  accordingly,  to  which  the  defendants 

IS  not  proved  to  ^        .  ^  '' 

be  a  highway,     pleaded  not  guilty. 

The  case  was  tried  before  Tindaly  C.  J.,  at  the  Derby- 
shire Spring  Assizes,  1844,  when  it  was  not  disputed 
that  the  road  in  question  was  a  bridleway,  but  the  point 
left  to  the  jury  was,  whether  it  was  a  highway  for  car- 
riages.    The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 

In  Easter  Term,  1844,  Gale  applied  for  a  rule,  calling 
on  the  defendants  to  shew  cause,  1st,  why  the  verdict 
should  not  be  entered  for  the  Crown,  or  a  new  trial  had; 
2nd,  why  the  costs  should  not  be  paid  by  the  defendants, 
whatever  might  be  the  verdict :  which  the  Court  refused ; 
the  former  on  the  ground  that  the  statute  only  applied 
w^here  the  existence  of  a  highway  was  not  disputed:  Be- 
gina  v.  Cliedworth  (a) :  the  latter  on  the  ground  that  the 

(a)  D  C.  &  P.  285. 


HILARY  TERM,  8  VICT. 


467 


Judge  who  tried  the  case,  and  not  the  Coiirt,  had  the 
ix)wer  to  make  the  order  for  costs. 

On  the  23rd  of  May,  1844,  a  summons  was  taken 
out  for  the  defendants  to  appear  before  Tinddly  C.  J.,  to 
shew  cause  why  he  should  not  certify  for  the  prose- 
cutor's costs,  pursuant  to  the  statute  (a). 

The  learned  Judge  did  not  think  that  the  facts  of  the 
case  entitled  the  prosecutor  to  his  costs ;  but,  inasmuch 
as  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  words  of  the  statute  left 
him  no  discretion  in  the  matter,  he  made  an  order  that 
the  associate  for  the  IVIidland  Circuit  should  attend  with 
the  Nisi  Prius  record,  for  the  purpose  of  indorsing  there- 
on a  certificate  for  the  prosecutor's  costs,  pursuant  to  the 
atatute.  The  certificate  was  afterwards  indorsed  ac- 
cordingly (J). 


1845. 


The  Quebn 

V, 

Inhabitants  of 
Ukanor. 


Humfrey  and  Gale  now  shewed  cause. — This  certifi- 
cate for  costs  under  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  50,  s.  95,  was 
properly  made,  and  cannot  be  set  aside.  The  preferring 
the  indictment  was  not  a  voluntary  act  on  the  part  of 
the  prosecutor.  The  surveyor  was  summoned  before 
the  justices  at  special  sessions,  under  the  94th  section  of 


(0)  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  8.  95, 
enacts, "  That,  if  on  the  hearing  of 
any  such  summons  respecting  the 
repair  of  any  highway,  the  duty 
or  ohligation  of  such  repairs  is  de- 
nied hy  the  surveyor  on  hehalf  of 
the  inhabitants  of  the  parish,  or 
by  any  other  party  charged  there- 
with, it  shall  then  be  lawful  for 
such  justices,  and  they  are  hereby 
required,  to  direct  a  bill  of  indict- 
ment to  be  preferred,  and  the 
necessary  witnesses  in  support 
thereof  to  be  subpoenaed,  at  the 
next  assizes,  to  be  holden  in  and 
for  the  said  county,  or  at  the  next 
general  quarter   sessions  of  the 


peace  for  the  county,  riding,  di- 
vision, or  place  wherein  such 
highway  shall  be,  against  the  in- 
habitants of  the  parish  or  the 
party  to  be  named  in  such  order 
for  suffering  and  permitting  the 
said  highway  to  be  out  of  repair ; 
and  the  costs  of  such  prosecution 
shall  be  directed  by  the  Judge  of 
assize  before  whom  the  said  in- 
dictment is  tried,  or  by  the  jus- 
tices at  such  quarter  sessions,  to 
be  paid  out  of  the  rate  made  and 
levied  in  pursuance  of  this  act,  in 
the  parish  in  which  such  highway 
shall  be  situate,"  &c. 

{b}  See  2  Moo.  &  U.  445,  n. 
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1845.        the  act,  and  they,  afler  hearing  the  case,  directed  that 

Th«  Q  ken    ^^  indictment  should  be  preferred.     Costs  are  not  made 

^'  to  depend  on  success  at  the  trial.     The  learned  Jud^^ 

Inhabitants  of  ;  .       .  .  ^  . 

HvANOR.  exercised  his  discretion  before  he  granted  the  certificate; 
and  the  Court  will  not  call  in  question  the  manner  in 
which  he  has  exercised  that  discretion.  [  Wightmany  J. — 
The  Lord  Chief  Justice  said,  he  granted  the  certificate  un- 
der the  impression  that  it  was  imperative  on  him  to  do  so.] 
Where  a  Judge  certifies  that  a  trespass  was  wilful  and 
malicious,  this  Court  will  not  review  his  decision.  And 
in  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (a),  where  the 
justices  at  j)etty  sessions  allowed  a  surveyor's  accounts, 
under  the  impression  that  an  appeal  lay  to  the  quarter 
sessions,  this  Court,  afler  deciding  that  no  such  appeal  lay, 
refused  a  mandamus  to  the  petty  sessions  to  review  the 
allowance ;  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  sidd,  ^^  To  imravel  the 
grounds  and  motives  which  may  have  led  to  the  deter^ 
mination  of  a  question,  once  settled  by  the  jurisdiction 
to  which  the  law  has  referred  it,  would  be  extremely 
dangerous."  Li  Regina  v.  7%^  JEarl  of  Radnor  (ft)  an 
application  was  made  for  a  mandamus  to  magistrates  to 
convict  a  surveyor  of  highways  in  a  penalty  not  exceeding 
5/.,  for  the  non-repair  of  a  highway,  and  to  order  the 
repair  of  the  road;  but  this  Court  refused  to  grant  it; 
Coleridge^  J.,  observed — '^  The  magistrates  are  to  ex- 
ercise a  discretion  on  the  subject ;  and  the  words  ^  shall 
convict '  would  of  themselves  import  a  judidal  act  on 
the  part  of  the  magistrates."  This  road  is  admitted  to 
be  a  highway  sub  modo,  that  is,  as  a  bridle-road ;  it  is, 
therefore,  a  highway  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
The  interpretation  clause  (sect  5)  enacts,  that  the  word 
"liighways"  shall  be  understood  to  mean  all  "roads, 
bridges,  (not  being  county  bridges),  carriageways, 
cartways,  horseways,  bridleways,  footways,  causeways, 

(a)  1  Q.  B.  R.  G24.  {b)  Cited  in  9  C.  &  P.  288,  n. ' 


HILARY  TERM,  8  VICT.  469 

chiirchways^    and    pavements."      [Patteson^  J.  —  The         1845. 
framers  of  the  act  seem  to  me  never  to  have  thought  of    rp^^^  quben 
the  question  of  highway  or  no  highway,  but  merely  ^    j  .  .  ?'       . 
to  the  obligation  to  repair.]     At  all  events,  as  there  are      Heanor. 
cases  in  which  a  Judge  may  make  such  orders,  and  the 
record  does  not  shew  on  what  ground  the  defendants 
were  acquitted,  the  Court  will  not  travel  out  of  it  to  re- 
view his  decision  on  affidavits. 

Jf^itehursty   contr&,   was   not  called    upon    by   the 
Court. 

Lord  D£NMAN,  C.  J. — I  think  that  the  Lord  Chief 

Justice  ought  to  have  been  told  what  had  passed  in  this 

Court  with  reference  to  this  clause  in  the  statute.   Other 

Judges  have  thought  with  him,  that  they  were  bound  to 

certify  imder  circumstances  such  as  these.     How  the 

legislature  intended  the  Judges  to  act  I  do  not  know, 

but  I  was  induced  to  doubt  whether  this  could  podsibly 

have  been  the  intention,  by  the  very  gross  nature  of  a 

case  which  came  before  me,  where  the  party  boldly  con- 

tended,  that,  whether  he  succeeded  or  not  in  making  out 

the  road  indicted  to  be  a  highway,  nevertheless  he  was 

entitled  to  have  the  costs  of  the  proceedings;  a  rule 

-which  would  have  the  effect  of  offering  a  premium  for 

such  indictments,  which  might  be  brought  only  to  plunder 

the  parish.     On  consideration  I  found  that  my  Brother 

Patteson  had  held  («),  as  we  are  now  disposed  to  hold, 

that  this  clause  only  attaches  where  the  road  indicted  is 

proved  to  be  a  highway.     If  this  had  been  properly 

brouw'ht  to  the  notice  of  the  learned  Judge,  he  would 

not  have   granted  the  certificate  as  thinking  himself 

h&ivnd  to  do  so.    So  we  shall  not  consider  that  it  was  an 

exercise  of  discretion  according  to  liis  view  of  the  law,  as 

(fl)  ^c^iwrt  V.  Chetifcorth,  9  C.  &  P.  285. 
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1845.        we  find  facts  before  us  which  were  not  mentioned  in  the 
T^T^N    affidavit  on  the  appUcation  to  him. 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 

Hkanor.  Pattbson,  Coleridge,  and  Wightman,  Js.,  con- 

curred. 

Rule  absolute. 


January  l6Ui,        rp^j,  QuEEN  V.  The  Justices  of  Hertfordshire. 

pr^y  w^/  In  Easter  Term,  1844,  Hawkins  had  obtained  a  rule, 
■tituted  where  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why  a  oer- 
members,  in-  tiorari  should  not  issue  to  bring  up  an  order  of  quarter 
decision,  take  sessions.  The  rule  was  granted  on  affidavits  stating  the 
S^t'!"P~-foUowiiig  facts:- 
Therefore,  An  Order  had  been  made  under  the  hands  and  seals  of 

where,  on  an  ap- 
peal to  the  qnar-  two  justices  of  the  county  of  Hertford,  the  Rev.  H. 

agamstmorder  Morice,  clcrk,  and  J.  G.  Fordham,  Esq.,  directing  a 
f  Vrhe^"a***^  sum  of  moucy  to  be  paid,  by  the  surveyor  of  highways 
ment,  by  a  for  the  parish  of  Bygravc  in  that  county,  to  the  com- 
veyor,  ofapor-  missioners  of  the  Baldock  and  Boumbridge  Turnpike 
way  rate  to\^'  Trust,  or  their  treasurer,  under  the  4  &  5  Vict,  c  59, 
turnpike  trust,    g^  i^     An  appeal  was  entered  against  this  order,  and 

(under  4  &  5  *  *  . 

Vict.  c.  59, 8.  came  on  to  be  heard  at  the  Hertfordshire  April  quarter 
had  con^roed*  sessions,  before  Thomas  Mills,  Esq.,  the  deputy  diair- 
itlp '^elwed'^t  ^an(fl)  and  other  justices.  Amongst  the  justices  present 
one  of  the  court  on  the  bench  at  the  hearing  were  the  said  J.  G.  Fordham 

yfpLM  A  mort—  

gagce  of  the  and  R.  Fitzjohn,  Esq.  Mr.  Fordham  was  a  respondent 
anTthat  M-*'  in  the  appeal,  being  one  of  the  justices  by  whom  the 
other  was  one  of  order  was  made;  and  it  was  alle&^ed,  that  he  was  seen, 

the  justices  who  ° 

made  the  order, 

and,  therefore,  a  respondent  in  the  appeal,  (though  he  left  the  court  before  the  actual  deci- 
sion), this  Court  quashed  the  order  of  sessions. 

(a)  When  the  appeal  was  called  man  of  the  sessions,  was  a  laigv 
on,  it  being  suggested  that  the  landowner  in  the  parish,  he  de- 
Marquis  of  Salisbury,  the  chair-     clined  trying  the  appeal. 
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during  the  trial,  in  conversation  with  other  justices  on         ]845. 
the  bench,  and,  from  his  manner  and  demeanour,  was  be-    xhe  Qukbn 
lieved  to  be  conversing  on  the  subject  of  the  appeaL  ^' . 

'X'lio  Justices  01 

An  affidavit  was  made  hj  Mr.  Fordham,  stating,  that  Hertford. 
he  left  the  court  long  before  the  hearing  of  the  said 
appeal  was  concluded,  and  did  not  take  any  part  in  the 
determination  of  the  court  thereon.  Mr.  Fitzjohn  was 
at  tiie  time  a  creditor  of  the  Baldock  and  Bournbridge 
Turnpike  Trust,  and  money  was  owing  to  him  on  the 
security  of  the  tolls  of  the  said  turnpike  trust;  but  he 
aUeged  in  his  affidavit,  that  he  took  no  active  part  in  the 
discussion  of  the  merits  of  the  appeal,  but  merely  gave 
his  vote  as  a  magistrate,  as  he  conceived  himself  fully 
entitled  to  do ;  that,  after  the  hearing,  the  court  retired 
to  consider  their  judgment ;  that  he  voted  in  favour  of 
confirming  the  order ;  and  that  there  were  about  ten 
magistrates  who  retired,  all  of  whom,  except  two,  gave 
simikr  votes. 

Wordsworth  now  shewed  cause. — An  objection  is  taken 
to  the  decision  of  the  justices  at  quarter  sessions,  on  the 
ground  that  two  justices,  who  were  present  on  the  bench, 
were  persons  interested  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  ap- 
peaL The  objection,  however,  is  rebutted;  for  Mr. 
Fitzjohn,  although  a  creditor  of  the  turnpike  trust,  was 
not  so  interested  aa  to  be  disqualified,  and  Mr.  Fordham 
left  the  court  before  the  appeal  was  concluded,  and  took 
no  part  in  the  final  decision  of  the  appeaL  It  is  said 
that  he  was  believed  to  have  been  in  conununication  with 
the  rest  of  the  courts  who  decided  on  the  case,  on  the 
subject  of  the  appeal ;  but  a  charge  of  this  sort  against 
justices  ought  to  be  clearly  made  out,  and  not  left  to 
inference.  The  nature  of  the  conversation  here  is  only 
matter  of  surmise ;  and,  therefore,  not  sufficient  to  call 
on  a  justice  to  explain  his  conduct.     In  Regina  v.  The 
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1845.         Cheltenham  Commissioners  {a)  it  was  held,  that  a  ooort 

The  Quebn    ^^  improperly  constituted  where  the  sessioiis  had  de- 

J^j      f  ^^^^  ^7  ^  majority  of  eleven  justices  against  eight,  three 

Hertford-     of  the  majority  being  interested;  but  Pattesan^J.^  there 

said,  "  I  must  guard  myself,  however,  by  stating,  that  I 

am  not  at  present  prepared  to  say  that,  in  a  case  where 

one  magistrate  is  interested,  and  fifty  others  are  not,  the 

proceedings  will  necessarily  be  invalid :  I  cannot  go  that 

length*"     In  the  present  case  the  court  was  propeily 

constituted.     The  justice  who  made  the  order  left  the 

court  before  the  appeal  was  decided,  and  it  does  not 

appear  that  the  other  took  part  in  the  proceedings;  at 

all  events,  his  interest  was  too  remote. 

Hawkins,  contr^  was  not  called  upon  by  the  Court 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  thai 
this  order  must  be  brought  up  for  the  purpose  of  being 
quashed,  on  the  ground  that  both  the  gentlemen,  whose 
names  have  been  brought  before  us,  were  disqualified 
from  taking  any  part  in  the  decision  of  the  matter  under 
the  consideration  of  the  court  of  quarter  sessions.    I 
think  that  Mr.  Fitzjohn  was  disqualified  in  consequence 
of  his  being  one  of  the  creditors  of  the  turnpike  trust, 
for  the  payment  of  certain  monies  secured  to  him  by 
mortgage  on  that  trust.     The  principle  of  my  decision 
inlleffi?ia\.  The  Cheltenham  Commissioners  (a)  was,  that, 
if  any  person  took  a  part  in  a  discussion  in  a  court  of 
justice,  who,  at  the  time,  had  an  interest  in  the  decision, 
to  be  in  one  way  or  other  affected  by  that  decision,  that 
was  a  circumstance  which  vitiated  the  whole  proceeding. 
I  do  not  enter  into  any  analysis  of  possible  motives  on 
such  an  occasion ;  it  is  enough  that  a  party  interested  in 

{a)  I  Q.  B.  R.  467. 


8HI&B. 
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a  judgment  took  part  in  the  discussion  to  induce  me  to  ,  1845. 
declare  that,  in  my  opinion,  such  judgment  cannot  stand,  the  Qiteen 
It  is  dear  that  Mr.  Fordham  was  a  party  respondent  in  ^  ,  *^- . 
this  appeal ;  he  had  made  the  order  which  was  appealed  Hertford- 
against ;  he  was  a  party  supporting  that  order,  and  might 
become  liable  to  costs ;  and  he  was  a  party  to  the  order 
confirming  that  which  was  then  ^brought  into  question. 
The  circumstances  stated  of  his  alleged  interference  in 
the  discussion  were  quite  sufficient  to  call  on  him  to  state 
distinctly  in  what  respect  it  can  be  said  he  did  not  take 
a  part  in  the  decision.  And,  even  supposing  he  did  not 
take  part  in  the  actual  decision  itself^  still  there  is  some- 
thing in  his  conduct  which  we  are  sorry  to  see,  for  he 
was  seen  conversing  with  the  court  sitting  in  judgment 
on  a  case  in  which  he  was  a  party.  It  may  be  said  that 
he  did  not  believe  himself  to  be  in  fact  a  party ;  but  this 
Court  is  bound  to  be  extremely  jealous,  that  in  no  case 
whatever  should  an  interested  person  take  part  in  the 
judgment.  The  prima  facie  case  made  out  here  to  sl^ew 
that  he  did  so  is  not  answered  by  our  being  told  that  he 
left  the  court  before  the  case  was  concluded,  and  did  not 
actually  take  part  in  the  final  decision ;  for  this  is  per- 
fectly consistent  with  his  having  influenced,  by  his  pre- 
sence and  conversation,  his  brother  magistrates  who  did 
actually  make  that  decision. 

Patteson,  J. — The  case  of  Regina  v.  The  Cheltenham 
CommUtioners  {a)  has  been  cited  to  shew  that,  when  that 
case  was  before  the  Court,  I  was  of  opinion  that,  unless 
a  party  interested  formed  part  of  the  majority  by  which 
a  case  was  decided,  the  fact  of  his  interest  formed  no 
ground  for  impeaching  that  decision.  In  that  case  I 
suppose  I  was  not  satisfied  that  the  party  interested  had 
constituted  one  of  the  majority,  and  I  seem  to  have 

(a)  1  Q.  B.  R.  467. 
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1845.  formed  my  opimon  on  that  ground.  If  I  put  it  on  tbe 
The  Queev  g'^^^^  ^^^  ^®  interference  of  the  party  interested  did 
rru  T  *'*  •  «  ^^^  extend  to  taking  part  in  the  actual  dedaion,  I  put  it 
HERTroRD.  on  a  very  unsound  ground.  Whether  a  court  is  pR>- 
perly  constituted  or  not  does  not  depend  on  whether 
parties  interested  form  part  of  the  actual  majority  of  the 
judges  deciding  the  case.  To  say  so  would  be  to  hy 
down  a  principle  at  once  dangerous  and  unsound.  Yfhm 
a  number  of  persons,  constituting  a  court,  discua  a 
matter  before  them,  it  is  impossible  to  say  what  effect 
the  arguments  of  one  person,  whether  he  votes  or  iiot» 
may  have  on  the  other  members  of  the  court.  Tlie 
question  really  is,  not  whether  he  constituted  oneof  tk 
majority,  but  whether,  being  interested  in  the  result,  he 
took  any  part  in  the  proceedings.  In  this  particoltf 
case  it  seems  that  one  of  the  gentlemen  was  not  a  cre- 
ditor at  the  time,  but  that  he  was  one  of  the  respondents 
in  the  appeal,  and,  therefore,  ought  not  to  have  taken 
any  part  in  its  decision ;  and  when  it  is  said  that  the 
only  objection  to  lus  conduct  on  the  bench  is  a  mm 
surmise,  and,  therefore,  not  sufficient  to  call  on  a  justice 
to  account  for  his  conduct,  the  answer  is,  that  here  there 
is  much  more  than  surmise,  for  there  is  an  affidavit, 
stating,  that,  in  the  course  of  the  inquiry,  and  while  this 
appeal  was  going  on,  one  of  the  justices  who  made  the 
order  was  in  conversation  with  some  of  the  other  justices 
who  formed  the  court,  and  were  to  decide  on  the  vali- 
dity of  the  order.  It  is  true,  that  no  person  heard  what 
diat  conversation  was,  but  it  is  a  strong  prima  facie  case 
that,  if  he  talked  with  the  justices  while  the  matter  was 
under  discussion  before  them,  he  was  talking  with  them 
on  the  subject  which  was  then  under  discussion.  If  he 
was  not  in  conversation  with  them  on  this  subject,  that 
should  have  been  distinctly  shewn,  for  the  fair  inference 
is  the  other  way.  It  is  certainly  tru€,  that  the  mort- 
gagee had  but  a  remote  interest  in  the  matter,  but 
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still  it  was  an  interest ;  and  though  the  act  of  Parliament        1845. 
aays  that  the  money,  which  was  the  subject  of  the  order    ij,^^  quekn 
of  justices,  was  not  to  be  carried  to  the  s^ei^eral  fund,  ^    ,^\ 

'*  *  .  ,  ,    /      J         The  Justices  of 

but  was  to  be  applied  to  the  repairs  of  the  road,  (and  so     Hebtford- 
he  had  not  a  direct  interest  in  the  matter),  still,  as  the 
general  fimd  would  be  liable  to  the  repairs  of  the  road, 
the  smaller  the  amount  of  the  demands  made  on  that 
fund,  the  greater  would  be  the  benefit  to  the  mort- 


8HIRS. 


CoLERBDOE,  J. — I  agrcc  in  the  opinion  expressed  by 
my  Lord  and  my  Brother  Patteson,  and  for  the  reasons 
they  have  stated,  and  should  not  have  added  anything, 
but  that  I  was  not  present  when  Begina  v.  The  Cheltenham 
Commisswners  (a)  was  decided.  The  question  whether 
a  court  was  properly  constituted  is  an  &  priori  question, 
and  does  not  depend  on  what  was  the  result  of  the  de- 
cision of  the  court.  Here  one  of  the  parties  made  an 
objection  to  the  Marquis  of  Salisbury  (J),  who  thereupon 
withdrew,  a  fact  which  shews  that  the  justices  themselves 
tiiought  the  objection  to  be  rightly  made  at  that  time. 
As  to  what  my  Brother  Pattesan  said  in  that  case,  he 
does  not  seem  to  me  to  have  differed  from  the  rest  of  the 
Court ;  for  though  he  guards  himself  from  saying  that 
Hie  proceedings  would  necessarily  be  invalidated  by  a 
magistrate^  who  may  forget  his  interest,  taking  part  in 
them,  ye/t  he  afterwards  seems  to  waive  that  point,  for 
he  says,  "  It  is  clear  great  effect  may  be  produced  by  a 
party  being  present  and  merely  joining  in  the  dis- 


cussion." 


WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion, 
it  being  the  same  which  I  expressed  in  Regina  v.  The 
Cheltenham   Commissioners  {c)\   namely,  that  no  court 

(«)  1  Q.  B.  R.  467.       (i)  Ante,  p.  470,  n.       (c)  1  a  B.  R.  467. 
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1845. 


The  Queen 

V. 

The  Justices  of 
Hebtpord- 

8HXRE. 


can  be  properly  constituted  when  one  of  the  judg^ 

terested  in  the  subject-matter  of  dispute  forms  parto^  *  * 

We  ought  not  to  enter  into  any  discussion  as  to  the  ^^ 

tent  of  interest  possessed  by  the  party,  and  consi^J 

whether  it  was  sufficient  to  affect  his  own  conduct 

influence  the  opinion  of  others.     It  is  enough  that  he 

interested. 

Bule  abeoliite. 


An  order  was 
made  for  the 
removal  of  a 
pauper  to  Y., 
upon  examina 
tions  which, 
after  shewing 
Y.  to  be  his 
mother's  birth 


January  22nd.       The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Yelvertoft.' 

vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  dated  14tk 
October,  1843,  for  the  removal  of  Charles  Page  the 
younger,  Anne  his  wife,  and  their  five  children,  from 
Blaby,  in  the  county  of  Leicester,  to  Yelvertoft,  in  the 
county  of  Northampton,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order 
^SSme^t^'Sn.  Subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  foDowing 

tained  the  fol-      case : 

lowing  state- 
ment by  his  The  examinations,  so  far  as  they  were  material  to 

father: — "  I  .^  /»  n 

was  bom,  I  be-  the  casc,  were  as  follows  :— 

heve,  in  ^on-         The  examination  of  the  pauper  was  to  the  effect  that 

parish  I  never     he  had  gained  no  settlement  in  his  own  right. 

that  these  exa- '       Charles  Page,  senior,  said,  "  I  believe  I  am  upwards 

nouhrow  upon    ^^  sixtj-four  years  of  age,  and  was  bom,  I  believe,  in 

the  removing      London,  but  in  what  parish  I  never  heard.    I  was  brought 

pansh  the  ne-  '  ^  ^ 

cessity  of  up  by  my  grandfather  at  Yelvertoft,  in  the  county  of 

inquiry  into  the  Northampton,  from  about  the  age  of  two   years  and 

mlnt!|imdiusti-  ^  ^^^'  ^^^  nevor  saw  my  parents  above  three  or  four 

fied  the  order  of  times  after  that,  and  do  not  know  where  they  belonged. 

removal  to  that  ''  ^ 

of  the  mother. 

The  examination  of  T.  (the  brother  of  C,  the  mother)  stated,  "  I  believe  I  am  fifty-nine 
years  old ;  C.  was  my  sister,  and  younger  than  mc ;  she  was  bom  at  Y.,  and  is  the  person 
mentioned  in  the  certificate  now  produced  as  having  been  baptized  at  Y.,  July  6th,  1788:" 
— Heldt  that  this  examination  was  not  inadmissible,  though  T.  appeared  to  be  speaking  to  a 
fact  which  must  have  occurred  when  he  was  about  three  years  old. 

The  respondents,  at  the  trial  of  an  appeal,  are  not  bound  to  call  all  the  witnnws  exa- 
mined before  the  removing  justices ;  it  is  sufficient  if  they  can  make  out  a  prim&  Um 
otherwise. 
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I  have  never  done  any  act  to  gain  a  settlement  in  my        1845. 
own  right   I  was  married  at  Yelvertoft  Church  on  Yel-    xhe  Queen 
vertoft  Feast  Tuesday,  when  I  was  about  twenty-six  «^- 

Inhabitants  of 

years  and  a  half  old,  to  Catherine  York,  single  woman,    Yelvertoft. 

by  whom  I  had  six  children,  one  of  whom  is  the  pauper 

Charles  Page,  who  was  born  at  North  Kilworth,  and  is 

about  thirty  years  old.    I  have  heard  that  my  said  wife 

was  bom  at  Yelvertoft,  where  I  remember  her  parents 

living,  and  where  I  believe  they  belonged.   I  never  heard 

Ae  place  of  her  settlement  was  out  of  Yelvertoft;.     She 

died  at  North  Kilworth  about  twenty-three  years  ago.'' 

Thomas  York  said,  "  I  believe  I  am  fifty-nine  years  of 
age,  and  was  bom  at  Yelvertoft. '  My  father  Samuel 
York  and  my  mother  lived  there  ever  since  I  can  recol- 
lect. I  lived  with  them  until  they  died.  Catherine  York 
was  my  sister,  and  younger  than  me.  She  was  bom  at 
Yelvertoft ;  she  is  the  same  person  who  is  mentioned  in 
the  certificate  of  baptism  now  produced  (marked  A.)  as 
being  baptized  at  Yelvertoft  on  the  6th  day  of  July, 
1788 ;  and  the  same  person  who  was  afterwards  married 
to  Charles  Page  the  elder.  I  was  present  at  the  mar- 
riage* I  believe  my  father  Samuel  York  belonged  to 
Yelvertoft." 

The  grounds  of  appeal  were — 1.  That  the  said  order 
and  examinations  whereon  the  same  was  founded,  and 
the  notice  thereof  are  informal  and  bad  on  the  face  of 
them,  because  the  pauper  Charles  Page  the  younger  ap- 
pears in  and  by  the  said  examinations  to  be  removed  to 
his  derivative  settlement  ex  parte  matcm^  while  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  due  examination  or  inquiry  has  been 
made  to  ascertain  that  the  said  pauper  had  no  deriva- 
tive settlement  ex  parte  patem&;  but,  on  the  contrary 
thereof,  Charles  Page  the  elder,  the  father  of  the  said 
pauper,  states  his  belief  that  he  the  said  Charles  Page 
the  elder  was  bom  in  London,  and  no  primd  facie  evi- 
dence was  given  that  he  was  not  born  there,  or  that  he 
acquired  no  birth  settlement  thereby. 
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1 845.  ^*  That  there  was  no  legal  or  suffident  evidence  ginn 


before  the  sidd  removing  magistrates,  or  shewn  in  the 
ssud  examinations,  that  Catherine  Page,  the  mother  of 


Thb  Quben 

Inhabitants  of_  .,  •i/»-»j--i  a 

Yblvbrtoft.    the  said  pauper,  was  bom  m  the  pansh  of  jl  elverton. 

The  respondents  at  the  trial  proved  the  birth  of  Cathe- 
rine Page  at  Yelvertoft  by  a  witness  not  examined  by 
the  removing  justices,  and  did  not  call  Thomas  Yoik, 
whose  examination  is  above  set  out.  The  appeOantB 
contended,  that  the  order  ought  to  be  quaahed  on  the 
objections  stated  in  the  grounds  of  appeal;  and,  also,  tfasi 
it  was  not  competent  to  the  respondents  to  sopport  their 
order  without  calling  Thomas  York  as  a  witness,  he  being 
in  court,  and  the  appellants  requiring  that  he  should  be 
called. 

The  sessions  held,  that  the  examinations  were  suffi- 
cient in  respect  of  the  objections  taken  on  the  grounds 
of  appeal,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  respond- 
ents to  call  Thomas  York  as  their  witness,  although  he 
was  in  court,  and  the  appellants  required  that  he  should 
be  called.  The  sessions  confirmed  the  said  order,  sub- 
ject to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  If 
this  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions  were  not  justified  in  both  or  either  of  the  abo?e 
decisions,  the  order  of  removal  and  order  of  sessions 
are  to  be  quashed ;  if  this  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
the  sessions  were  justified  in  both  the  said  decimons, 
then  both  the  said  orders  are  to  stand  confirmed. 

Macaulay  and  Simpson^  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sessions. — Three  objections  are  taken  to  this  order  by 
the  appellants : — 

1.  That  the  examinations  do  not  contain  legal  eyi- 
dcnce  of  the  birth  of  Catherine  Page  at  Yelvertoft, 
because  the  witness,  Thomas  York,  who  proved  that 
fact,  appears,  by  comparison  of  the  date  of  Catherine 
Page's  baptism  with  his  statement  of  his  own  age,  to 
have  been  less  than  four  years  old  at  the  date  of  her 
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birth,  and,  therefore,  could  not  be  speaking  from  per-        1045. 
aonal  knowledge.    But  there  is  no  reason  why  a  man    xhb  Quuk 
flfaould  not  give  evidence  of  facts  which  occurred  at  so  *• 

...  Inhalntantt  of 

early  an  age,  provided  he  is  able  to  depose  to  his  remem-   Yblvsktovt. 
branoe  of  them,  as  is  done  here ;  and,  besides,  there  is 
nothing  to  shew  that  this  witness  was,  in  fact,  so  young 
88  is  suggested,  inasmuch  as  it  depends  only  upon  his 
own  statement,  which  is  not  evidence  of  his  age  at  alL 

2.  They  object,  that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  respond- 
ents to  call  the  witness  who  was  examined  before  the  re- 
moving justices.  [Lord  Denmany  C.  J. — You  may  leave 
that  objection  to  the  other  side.  If  a  prim&  facie  case 
18  made  out,  it  is  not  necessary  to  call  every  witness.] 

3.  They  say  it  was  necessary  to  shew  an  inquiry  as  to 
the  settlement  of  the  father,  and  to  give  evidence  either 
that  no  such  setdement  existed,  or  that  none  could  be 
ascertained,  before  recourse  could  be  had  to  the  maternal 
settlement.  The  examinations,  however,  do  shew  some 
inquiry,  for  the  father  himself  is  examined  upon  the 
subject,  and  what  he  says  furnishes  no  materials  for 
pursuing  the  investigation  further;  and  the  sessions 
have  found  that  the  examinations  shewed  a  sufficient 
inquiry,  and  that  finding,  upon  a  question  peculiarly 
for  them,  namely,  whether  the  opposite  party  were  suf- 
fidently  informed  or  not,  will  not  be  disturbed  by  this 
Court:  lUffina  v.  Bridgewater  (a),  Regina  v.  The  Re^ 
carder  ofPantefraci  (A). 

But  it  is  not  necessary,  in  removing  to  the  mother's 
settlement,  to  shew  that  there  is  no  ascertainable  settle- 
ment of  the  father.  There  is  no  authority  for  such  a 
position.  The  cases  where  a  married  woman  apart 
from  her  husband,  or  a  widow,  is  removed  to  her 
maiden  setdement,  are  identical  in  principle.  In  Rex  v. 
Woodiford  (c),  the  Court  said,  in  the  case  of  a  widow, 

(a)  10  A.  &  E.  693.      {h)  2  Q.  B.  R.  548.      (c)  Cald.  236. 
VOL.  I.  L  L  N.  a.  C* 
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1845.        proof  of  her  maiden  settlement  was  enough  in  the  fint 
TbTqubbn    instoiice.     [Pattesony  J. — That  was  because  they  treated 
.  .    *•       ,  heras  a  single  woman,  and  held,  that  the  onus  of  prorinff 
Yblvertoft.  the  marriage  lay  on  the  other  side.    It  was  not  that  she 
was  admitted  to  be  a  widow,  but  the  contraiy •]  In  Ba 
v.  St.  Maryj  Beverley  (a),  (where  such  a  lemoYai  of  a 
wiie  would  have  been  good,  but  that  it  appeared  in  evi- 
dence that  the  husband  had  a  settlement  in  Ipawich, 
though  the  parish  was  unknown),  Bayley^  J.,  cites  that 
case  as  an  authority  for  removing  to  the  maiden  settle- 
ment when  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  other.     The 
same  doctrine  was  upheld  in  Rex  v.  Westerham  {b\  Rex  v. 
Rytan  (o),  Rex  v.  Ediiare{d)i  and  Rex  v.  Harberian  {e\ 
Rex  V.  SL  Maryy  Leicester  (/),  and  Rex  v.  St  Matthew^ 
Beihnal  Green  (y),  will  be  relied  on  by  the  other  sida 
The  rule  laid  down  in  the  latter  case  must  be  oonstnied 
with  reference  to  the  point  of  the  dedrion,  whidi  was 
merely  that  a  derivative  settlement  of  the  father,  how- 
ever remote,  wheti  discovered,  will  displace  a  settlement 
of  the  mother  acquired  by  herself     The  terms  of  that 
rule,  which  was  infelicitously  expressed,  have  beenmis- 
tmderstood  as  an  authority  for  throwing  upon  the 
spondents  the  onus  of  exhausting  the  paternal  before 
sorting  to  the  maternal  settlement.    In  Rex  v*  SL  Mary, 
Leicester  {f)y  it  was  only  decided  that  the  rule  in  Rex 
V.  St,  Matthewy  Betkiuil  Green  {g),   did  not   make  it 
necessary  for  the  appellants  to  negative  the  paternal 
settlement,  in  setting  up  the  mother's  settLement  in 
answer  to  the  birth  settlement  relied  on  by  the  respond- 
ents, because    the  respondents  had  themselYes    gone 
upon  the  assumption  that  no  paternal  settlement  could 
be  found.     [^Coleridge,  J. — It  frequently  happened  for- 

(a)  1  B.  &  Ad.  201.  (e)  13  East,  311. 

{h)  2  Bott,  108.  (/)  3  A.  &,E.  644. 

(c)  Cald.  39.  (g)  Burr.  S.  C.  482. 
(rf)  Id.  371. 
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merly  tliat  the  respondents  were  provided  with  several        i845. 
settlements,  and  at  the  sessions  relied  on  that  by  birth    thTqumk 
alone.]     So  they  may  now :  Regina  v.  Ijatckford  (a).  .^' 

If  a  pauper  may  be  removed  to  the  place  of  birth  m  the  Yblvsrtovt. 
first  instance,  and  if  that  is  answered  by  proof  of  a 
maternal  settlement  without  more^  it  is  conclusive  in 
&v0m*  of  the  respondents  here. 

J.  HUdgardi  contnL— As  to  the  age  of  the  witness, 
it  is  an  assumption  to  say  that  he  was  nearly  four  years 
eld.  He  only  says  that  his  sister  is  younger  than  him- 
self,  and  that  she  was  baptized  when  he  was  three  years 
and  three  quarters  old ;  but  the  date  of  a  baptism  is 
no  evidenoe  of  the  time  of  birth:  Bex  v*  North  Pether" 
ion  if).  He  might,  therefore,  have  been  only  one  year 
older  than  his  sister.  He  was  not  speaking  or  pretend-* 
ing  to  speak  from  memory,  and,  therefore,  it  is  plain 
ihat  the  removing  justices  admitted  improper  evidence. 
\Coleridge^  J. — ^Is  the  incompetency  of  knowledge  an 
objection  to  an  examination?]  The  insufficiency  of 
evidence  is.  As  an  example  of  the  opposite  absurdity, 
suppose  the  question  were  as  to  the  birth  of  the  pauper's 
grandfiither,  which,  by  comparison  of  dates,  should  appear 
on  the  face  of  the  examinations  to  have  taken  place  120 
yeafs  ago,  if  a  witness  said '^  I  knew  the  grandfatiier;  he 
was  bom  in  1725,''  it  would  clearly  be  competent  to  the 
appellants  to  take  issue  on  the  question  whether  he  was 
speaking  from  knowledge  or  only  from  belief^  and  on 
such  an  issue  prsesumitur  pro  n^ante.  [PattesoUy  J. — 
There  is,  in  fiiet^  no  strict  evidence  as  to  his  age ;  what 
«  man  says  himself  as  to  his  age  is  not  evidence.] 

Lasdy,  the  authorities  cited  by  the  other  side  were 
broo^t  before  Bayleyy  J.,  in  Rex  v.  St.  Mary^  Sever* 
ley{c\  andbefore  this  Court  in  iZc^yma  v.  Leeds  {d),  where 

(a)  Anl^,  p.  387.  (c)  1  B.  &  Ad.  201. 

(&)  5  B.  ft  C.  508.  (d)  Ante,  p.  257. 

L  l2 
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1845.        ft  statement  by  the  ov^nseer  of  the  remoying  pariah,  that 
T^7q^.n    he  had  made  diligent  search  and  inquiry  as  to  the  hi». 


.  «•       .  band's  settlement,  and  had  not  been  able  to  diaoover  it» 

iDhabitanti  of 

YBLVEaTorr.  was  held  sufficient  without  stating  the  preciae  nature  of 
the  inquiries ;  the  case^  however,  shews  the  propriety  of 
making  them.  The  power  of  removal  given  by  13  &  14 
Car.  2,  is  to  the  place  where  the  pauper  waalaat  legally 
settled,  and  the  adjudication  of  the  justices  must  be  to 
that  effect.  [Cokrufye,  J. — On  the  evidence  befine 
them.]  But  that  evidence  must  not  be  confined  to  a 
parish  at  hand,  which  will  give  them  the  least  tronUe  to 
inquire  into.  If  a  pauper  says  he  was  bound  apprentio^ 
and  served  in  parishes  A.  and  B.^  but  cannot  tell  ia 
which  he  served  last,  according  to  the  respondents'  ar- 
gument, the  justices  might  settle  that  point  by  caprice^ 
and  remove  either  to  A.  or  B.  at  tiieir  pleasure;  or, at 
all  events,  enable  A.  to  throw  upon  B.  the  onus  of  hunt- 
ing out  the  settiement  The  reason  why  a  removal  may 
be  made  to  a  birth  settiement  without  more  inquiiy 
differs  entirely  from  the  case  of  a  married  woman.  In 
her  case  the  birtii  settiement  has  been  merged,  but  not 
necessarily  in  the  other.  It  is  conceded  in  the  judg- 
ment in  Bex  v.  St,  Mary^  Leicester  (a),  that  otiier  set- 
tiements  ought  to  be  exhausted,  and  that  the  settlement 
of  the  mother  cannot  be  resorted  to  until  after  some 
proof  of  the  failure  of  that  of  the  father.  That  prindple 
is  sustained  by  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Leeds  (6). 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  the 
case  of  Rex  v.  Harberton  (c)  should  govern  our  deeiaon 
in  this  case.  There  the  Court  said,  ''that  there  could  be 
no  doubt  but  that  the  evidence  offered  by  the  respond- 
ents of  the  wife's  maiden  settiement  was  prim&  iacie 
sufficient;  and  that  it  lay  on  the  appellants  to  rebut  it 

(a)  3  A.  &  E.  644.        (6)  Ant^,  p.  257.       (e)  13  Esft,  311. 
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by  giving  evidence  of  the  husband^s  settlement  in  a  dif-         i845. 
ferent  parish."    None  of  the  cases  since  decided  have    j,^^  qussn 
gone  against  that  principle.     It  has  been  taken  for  f- 

granted  that  some  search  was  necessary,  as  in  Begina  v.  Yelvertoft. 
I^eeds  (a) ;  where  there  was  no  question  as  to  the 
principle,  but  the  respondents  simply  asked  us  whether 
they  had  done  enough,  and  we  thought  they  had.  So 
in  Rex  v.  St.  Mcary^  Leicester  (&),  they  acted  on  the 
principle  that  some  inquiry  should  be  made;  and  in 
Bex  V.  St,  Mcary^  Beverley  (c),  an  actual  settlement  of 
the  pauper's  father  elsewhere  was  shewn  to  exist 
In  all  these  cases  something  was  proved  inconsbtent 
with  the  settlement  found  by  the  removing  justices.  It 
appears  that  what  I  said  ((f)  upon  the  decision  in  Bex  v. 
&•  Matthew  J  Bethnal  Green  {e\  ^^that  it  was  incumbent 
upon  the  appellants  to  prove  either  the  father's  settle- 
ment, or  that  inquiries  had  been  made  as  to  his  settle*- 
menty  and  that  none  had  been  found,"  is  not  borne  out 
by  the  authority  of  Bex  v.  Harberton  (/),  though  it  is 
extremely  desirable,  and  for  the  interest  of  the  respond- 
ents, that  such  inquiries  should  be  made  before  removaL 
But  in  the  case  before  us  there  is  no  evidence  whatever 
of  any  other  settlement  than  the  one  upon  which  the 
pauper  was  removed,  so  as  to  throw  upon  the  respond- 
ents, as  prudent  men,  the  necessity  of  further  inquiry. 
The  reason  for  making  such  inquiry  must  always  be 
with  reference  to  the  value  of  the  inquiry  when  made, 
and  what  could  be  got  from  it.  Here  the  pauper's 
father  only  says,  '^I  was  bom,  I  believe,  in  London; 
but  in  what  parish  I  never  knew."  These  words  of 
surmise  as  to  what  a  man  beUeves  to  have  been  his 
place  of  birth  would  not  raise  any  case  calling  upon  the 
respondents  to  make  any  inquiry  as  to  what  he  stated. 
We  must  assume,  therefore,  that  every  necessary  in- 

(a)  Ante,  p.  257.  (d)  3  A.  &  E.  647. 

(h)  3  A.  &  £.  644.  (e)  Burr.  S.  C.  485. 

(e)  1  B.  &  Ad.  201.  (/)  13  East,  311. 
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1B45.        qniry  was  made,  and  I  see  nothing  to  indnoe  ns  to  say 

Tbk  Qubkn    that  the  justices  came  to  a  wrong  conclusion,  or  were 

InhaUtenti  of  °^  justijSed  in  doing  what  they  haye  done. 
YBi.yuiTorr« 

Patteson,  J,T-I  cannot  distinguish  this  case  fiom 
the  decision  in  Rex  t.  Harbertan  (a),  that  the  onus  is 
thrown  upon  the  other  side,  as  on  the  appeDants  here, 
to  rebut  the  settlement  removed  upon.  If,  on  cross-ex- 
amination before  the  justices,  it  turns  out  that  the  father 
had  a  settlement,  they  must  follow  it  out.  In  Bex  y. 
St  Mary  J  Beverley  (b)  some  sudi  evidence  did  appear; 
it  came  out,  that  the  pauper's  father  was  settled  some- 
where or  other  in  Ipswich:  so  here,  if  it  had  been 
shewn  that  he  was  settled  somewhere  or  other  in 
London,  it  might  have  been  different,  and  would 
have  thrown  upon  the  removing  parish  the  onus  of 
ascertaining  where.  But  here  there  was  no  evidence 
as  to  the  father,  so  the  mother's  settlement  was  relied 
on.  The  father  only  stated  his  belief,  which  can  in  do 
case  be  evidence.  The  other  questions  wafp  disposed 
of  in  the  argument. 

Coleridge,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Itis  material 
to  observe,  that  the  objection  here  is  to  the  order  and 
examinations  on  the  face  of  them ;  I  do  not  think  that 
objection  lets  in  the  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  the 
decision  of  the  magistrates.  There  is  nothing  in  these 
examinations  to  shew  they  have  not  exercised  a  proper 
discretion,  nor  does  a  mere  hearsay  observation  seem  to  me 
to  call  upon  the  respondents  to  make  further  inquiries. 
It  cannot  be  contended,  in  the  case  of  a  pauper  in  such 
a  condition  of  life,  so  low  and  so  poor,  that  fifly  years 
hence  inquiries  are  to  be  made  in  all  London  to  find  the 
place  of  his  birth.  Mere  propriety  would,  perhaps,  in 
many  cases  induce  such  inquiry  to  be  made ;  but  the 

(a)  13  Eait,  311.  (b)  1  B.  fr  Ad.  201. 
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•question  here  is,  whether  there  was  evidence  for  the        1845. 
jooa^stratee  to  abjudicate  upon,  and  have  they  drawn  the    the  Qubbn 
right  conclusion*     If  so.  they  have  done  all  that  the  v* 

statute  requures.      Ine  objection  as  to  the  propnety  of  Ybltbrtoft. 
the  evidence  would  rather  be  subject  for  conunent  at  the 
sessions ;  but  the  result  here  is,  that  there  was  evidence, 
wood  that  evidence  justifies  the  discretion  exercised  by 
the  magistrates  on  the  subject  (a). 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 

(«)  Wljfhiman^  J.,  was  absent 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Lawrence,      January  25th. 

Appleby. 

.  KJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the  re-  Under  the  6 
moval  of  Mary  Liddle,  widow  of  George  Liddl^  and  g.^,' a  settle-' 
her  five  children,  from  the  township  of  Pollard's  Lands,  in  "J^neme'^msy 
the  county  of  Durham,  to  the  parish  of  Saint  Lawrence,  be  gained  under 

a  joint  occnpa- 

Appleby,  in  the  county  of  Westmoreland,  the  sessions  tion  of  land,  if 
confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  of^rrat^d^ 
on  the  following  case :—  ^d^?^e^ 

The  examinations  on  which  the   original  order  was  words  *<  sepa- 
made  stated,  that,  in  February,  1829,  one  Sedgwick  had  tinct"  in  that 
demised  to  Robert  Spence  and  George  Liddle,  deceased,  JJ^^  "dwS- 
(the  pauper's  husband),  a  farm  situate  in  the  appellant  "'K-J?'^,  °' 
parish,  consisting  of  a  separate  and  distinctdwelling-house, 
and  about  seventy  acres  of  land,  for  the  several  terms  of 
three  years,  three  years,  and  one  year,  at  and  for  the  rent 
of  76L  for  the  first  term  of  three  years,  and  80/.  for  the 
r^naining  terms  of  three  years  and  one  year  respectively; 
that  Spence  and  Liddle  together  occupied  the  premises  so 
demised  for  the  first  term  of  three  years,  at  the  expiration 
of  which  they  gave  up  possession ;  and  that  Liddle  resided 
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1845.        and  slept  on  the  premises  during  that  time;  that  the  body 
Th«  QuEEif    independently  of  the  dwelling-house,  was  worth  ML 
5*  a  year;  and  that  the  sud  George  Liddk,  in  eadi  of  the 

St  Law-      years  during  which  he  occupied  the  land  jointly  witk 
Apflsbt.      Spence,  paid  his  proportion  of  the  rent  for  it,  independ- 
ently of  the  dwelling-house,  to  the  amount  of  30L 

An  appeal  was  entered,  and  at  the  trial,  on  the  facts 
above  stated  being  proved,  the  sessions  confinned  the 
order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  the  said  G-eorge  Idddle  guned  a 
settlement  in  the  parish  of  St.  Lawrence,  Appleby,  un- 
der the  renting  and  occupation  in  the  examination  men- 
tioned If  this  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirm- 
ative, then  the  order  of  sessions  is  to  be  omfirmed ;  if 
in  the  negative,  to  be  quashed 

JF.  H.  JVaison,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — 
The  language  of  the  second  section  of  the  6  Greo.  4,  c 
57  (a),  clearly  means  that  a  dwelling-house  or  building 
is  not  to  be  subdivided,  so  as  to  create  various  settfe- 
ments ;  but  that  land  may  be  subdivided  for  that  poi^ 
pose,  if  each  portion  is  of  the  requisite  value.  [Here 
he  was  stopped  by  the  Court] 

Archboldy  contrft. — The  settlement  relied  on  by  the 
respondents  is  by  renting  a  tenement  under  the  6  Gea 

(a)  Section  2  providqi,  "That  bon&  fide  rented  by  each  penon 

no  penon  Bhall  acquire  a  settle-  in  mich  parish  or  township,  at  and 

ment  in  any  parish  or  township  for  the  sum  of  IDA  a  year  at  the 

maintaining  its  own  poor,  by  or  least,  for  the  term  of  one  whole 

by  reason  of  settling  upon,  rent-  year ;  »or  unless  such  house,  or 

ing,  or  paying  parochial  rates  for  building,  or  land  shall  be  occupied 

any  tenement,  not  being  his  or  under  such  yearly  hiring,  and  the 

her  own  property,  unless  such  rent  for  the  same  to  the  amount 

tenement  shall  consist  of  a  sepa-  of  10/.  actually  paid,  for  the  term 

rate  and  distinct  dwelling-house  of  one  whole  year  at  the  least" 

or  building,  or  of  land,  or  of  both,  frc. 
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4,  c  57,  8.  2 ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  a  joint  oc- 
cupation of  land  will  satisfy  that  statute.  It  is  sub- 
mitted, that  it  will  not  That  section  requires,  that,  to 
oonfer  a  settlement  by  renting  a  tenement,  such  tene- 
ment must  consist  of  a  separate  and  distinct  dwellings 
house  or  building ^  or  of  land,  or  of  both,  bond  fide  rented 
by  such  person,  in  such  parish  or  township,  at  and  for 
tlie  sum  of  10/.  a  year  at  the  least,  for  the  term  of  one 
whole  year  &c.  The  respondents  have,  therefore,  to 
contend,  that  the  words  "  of  land  "  in  the  section  men- 
tioned are  independent  of  the  words  '^  separate  and  dis- 
tinct;" and  that  these  latter  refer  to  a  '^  dwelling-house 
or  building"  only,  [Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — It  certainly 
looks  as  if  the  act  left  it  in  that  way.]  The  section  seems 
to  intend  that  the  occupation  shall  be  similar  in  all  cases ; 
as,  in  the  following  sentence,  it  provides,  that  '^the  house, 
or  building,  or  land  is  to  be  occupied  under  the  yearly 
hiring"  &c.  Besides,  the  statute  is  remedial,  and  is, 
therefore,  to  be  construed  UberaUy,  and  with  a  view  to 
furthering  the  remedy  intended  by  it:  3  Rep.  7  b.  Its 
general  object  was  to  carry  out  more  effectually  the 
provisions  of  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  which  was  passed, 
according  to  the  preamble,  in  consequence  of ''  the  many 
disputes  and  controversies  which  had  arisen  respecting 
the  settling  of  poor  people,  in  parishes  in  England,  by 
the  renting  of  tenements."  One  of  the  most  frequent  of 
these  was  in  questions  of  settlements  arising  out  of  a  joint 
occupation  of  one  tenement.  The  object  of  the  statute 
apiJies  as  well  when  land,  as  when  a  dwelling-house  is 
the  subject  of  the  tenement.  A  similar  liberal  construc- 
tion of  an  act  (56  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  s.  2)  was  adopted  in 
Her  V.  ThrelkeU  (a> 


1845. 


Thk  Queen 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
St.  Law- 
rence, 
Applebt. 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  legislature,  in  the  pro- 


(a)  4  B.  &  Ad.  289. 
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yisionB  of  this  statnte,  seems  studiously  to  haTO  avoided 
-.     ^  the  construction  for  which  the  appellants  oontend. 

Inhabitanti  of  FaTTESON^  C0LERIDOE5    and  WlOHTBfAN,    Js.,   COOr 

St.  Law-  - 

RBNCB»       curreo.  «       .  «       , 

Afplibt.  Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 


Janttary  25M.  ThE  QuEEN  V.  JeNNINGS  and  PEXTON. 

UpoD  motkm  1  HIS  was  an  application  hy  the  parish  oflScers  of 

^f^,^^  Sutton-on-Derwent,  in  the  East  Biding  of  YoAshii^ 

agunft  orer-  for  a  rule  calling  on  the  defendants,  overseers  of  the 


poorofapwuh  townslup  of  Storwood,  in  the  same  ridings  to  shev 
ooodnct^  ^  cause  why  a  criminal  information  should  not  be  filed 
teangipaaper  ^ggjQgt  them  for  alleged  misconduct  in  the  dischaige  of 

another  parish,    their  duty. 

fused  the  ap '  It  appeared  from  the  affidavit  of  Wilson  AIli•ol^  t 
gj^^^";;^^  pauper,  that  he,  with  his  wife  and  children,  had  resided 
woe  shewn  re-   Jq  Storwood,  and  rented  a  cottaire  there  of  one  Webster; 

qninng  its  , 

prompt  inter-  that  in  August,  1842,  being  unwell  and  unable  to  mainr 
^^^^^1^^  to  tain  his  family,  he  applied  to  the  parish  officers^  and  waa 
SSctm"^^  ^y  relieved  by  them  for  one  month,  and  that  he  again  appUed 

for  and  obttdned  relief  from  them  in  March,  1843.  At 
Midsummer,  1843,  he  received  notice  to  quit  his  oottige 
at  the  Michaelmas  following,  Webster  stating  that  the  pa- 
rish had  urged  him  to  get  Allison  out  of  his  houses  because 
he  had  caused  considerable  expense  to  the  parish ;  and 
on  the  22nd  of  February,  1844^  he  was  turned  out  of 
his  cottage.  The  parish  officers  afterwards  took  them  a 
cottage  in  Storwood  for  a  short  time,  recommending 
them,  however,  to  go  elsewhere,  to  Sutton.  In  June^  an 
order  was  obtained  by  Jennings  and  Pexton,  the  then 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  Storwood,  for  the  removal  of 
Allison  and  his  family  from  Storwood  to  Sutton ;  which 
order  was  quashed  on  appeal  at  the  Midsmnmer  See- 
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uona.    In  September,  Allison  was  agun  examined  as  to        1845. 
his  place  of  settlement ;  and  another  order  was  obtained    thi  Quebk 
for  the  remoTal  of  him  and  his  family  to  Sutton,  which  p^ 

order,  he  believed,  was  never  served.  In  October, 
Allison  applied  to  Pexton  for  relief,  which  he  received ; 
when  Pexton  told  him  he  had  better  go  in  the  night 
with  his  family  to  his  wife's  relations  at  Sutton.  That 
Padget,  a  person  in  the  employ  of  Jennings,  gave  them 
MMXHnmodation  in  his  house  for  a  short  time ;  but  stated, 
that  he  was  unable  to  continue  it  for  fear  of  incurring 
tiie  displeasure  of  his  master.  That,  therefore,  they 
were  obliged  to  leave  his  house,  and  went  to  Sutton. 

Pastiky,  in  suppcnrt  of  the  application. — The  &cts 
stated  are  su£Bcient  to  induce  the  Court,  in  the  exercise 
of  its  discretion,  to  grant  a  criminal  information.  Ac- 
cording  to  Nokn,  ''overseers  may  be  punished  for  most 
breaches  of  their  duty  by  information  or  indictment^ 
notwithstanding  that  a  particular  punishment  is  created 
by  statute,  and  a  specific  method  of  recovering  the 
penalty  is  pointed  out ;  for  their  disobedience  of  the 
statute  is  a  contempt  of  the  law ''(a).  The  Court  has 
granted  criminal  informations  against  overseers  in  several 
instances :  in  Rex  v.  Herbert  (&),  for  procuring  a  mar- 
riage to  change  a  settlement;  in  Rex  v.  Tarrant  (c), 
for  procuring  a  pauper  to  marry  another  pauper  with 
child  of  a  bastard ;  in  Rex  v.  Watson  (cQ,  for  procuring 
a  soldier  to  marry  a  poor  woman  who  was  an  idiots  and 
chargeable  to  the  parish.  In  Rex  v.  Barrat  {e)  the 
reason  the  Court  refused  a  criminal  information  was, 
that,  although  the  parish  officers  had  acted  improperly  in 
the  discharge  of  their  duty,  it  was  not  shewn  that  they 
acted  from  corrupt  motives. 

(a)  2  Nolan,  P.  L.  474.  {d)  1  Wilson.  41. 

(6)  2  Ld.  Ken.  466.  (e)  Dougl.  465. 

{€)  4  Burr.  2106. 


490 


NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 


1845. 


Thb  Qubbn 

V. 

Jbnninoi. 


Williams,  J. — The  only  question  here  is,  whether 
sufficient  reason  has  been  shewn  to  justify  proceeding  hj 
criminal  information.  The  Court,  generally  spealdng 
as  one  material  ingredient  in  granting  such  appUcadooB, 
requires  to  be  satisfied  that  its  prqppt  interference  is 
requisite  to  prevent  a  breach  of  the  peace.  That  kai 
not  been  shewn  on  the  present  occasioiu  Or  if  it  hid 
been  made  out  to  my  satisfaction,  that  the  expeon 
attending  a  criminal  information  would  be  lighter,  lo 
that  the  parties  might  more  easily  obtun  redress  by  in- 
formation than  by  indictment,  that  argument  might  Iia?e 
had  great  weight  with  me.  But  that  is  not  so ;  for  hen^ 
if  an  indictment  were  found  at  the  assizes,  and  remoTed 
into  this  Court  by  certiorari,  and  then  sent  down  to  be 
tried  as  a  Nisi  Frius  record,  the  expenses  even  theo 
would  be  nearly  identicaL  I  do  not,  therefore,  see  any 
urgent  cause  to  take  this  case  out  of  the  ordinary  ooune 
of  proceeding,  namely,  by  indictment. 

Rule  refused. 


Ex  parte  Lord  Gifford  and  Others. 

Jl  HIS  was  an  application  for  a  certiorari  to  remoTC 
into  this  court  a  certain  recognisance  for  keeping  the 
peace,  entered  into  by  Robert  Francis,  Baron  Grifford, 
and  by  Henry  Richmond  Jones  and  Frederick  Grippe^ 
Esquires,  his  sureties,  for  the  purpose  of  having  it 
quashed. 

It  appeared  on  affidavit  that  Lord  Giffi^rd,  in  conse- 
quence of  a  dispute  as  to  the  right  to  hunt  a  particular 
cover,  having  used  threatening  language  against  Tho- 
mas Morland,  Esq.,  of  Sheepstead  House,  in  the  county 


Jan.  29th. 

Where  a  peer 
had  been  ar- 
rested bj  a 
warrant  of  two 
jottices,  and 
bound  by  re- 
cognisances 
with  two  sure- 
ties to  keep  the 
peace,  the 
Court  refused 
an  application 
for  a  certiorari 
to  bring  up  the 
recognisances, 
(on  tiie  ground 
of  the  justices 
baring  no  ju- 
risdiction in 

such  a  case),  as  ^e  applicant  was  not  in  custody ;  and,  in  the  event  of  its  being  n 
to  enforce  the  recognisances,  their  yalicGty  would  be  tried  in  another  way. 
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of  Berksy  and  there  being  good  grounds  for  believing  184^. 
that  a  breach  of  the  peace  was  intended  to  be  committed  ex  "  rte 
by  Lord  Gifford  on  Mr.  Morland,  an  information  was  Lord 
had  on  the  20th  of  December  by  Philip  Pusey,  Esq.,  be- 
fore the  Earl  of  Badnor  and  the  Reverend  John  Francis 
Cleaver,  derk,  two  justices  of  Berkshire,  who  issued 
their  warrant,  and  entrusted  the  execution  thereof  to 
W.  Darby,  who  was  specially  sworn  in  on  the  occasion. 
The  warrant  was  indorsed  by  a  Gloucestershire  magis- 
trate, and  Lord  Grifford  was  taken  into  custody.  He 
never  objected  to  obey  the  warrant,  and  he  was  brought 
before  the  magistrates  at  Farringdon,  where  the  case 
was  fully  gone  into.  He  declined  making  any  state- 
ment before  the  magistrates,  nor  at  any  time  did  he  ob- 
ject to  the  jurisdiction  or  proceedings,  or  claim  privilege 
of  peerage.  It  appeared,  however,  that,  since  the  hear- 
ing, he  had  applied  more  than  once  for  a  copy  of  the  in- 
formations, without  success. 

J.  W.  Smith,  in  support  of  the  application. — It  was 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  to  receive  recog- 
nisances in  the  case  of  a  peer  of  the  realm.  In  4  BL 
Com.  253,  it  is  laid  down  that  ^'  a  peer  or  peeress  can- 
not be  bound  over  in  any  other  place  than  the  Courts 
of  King's  Bench  or  Chancery ;  though  a  justice  of  the 
peace  has  a  power  to  require  sureties  of  any  other  per- 
son being  compos  mentis  and  under  the  degree  of  no- 
bility." The  same  doctrine  is  to  be  found  in  Dalton,  c. 
68 ;  Lambard's  Eirenarcha,  p.  88 ;  and  Comer's  Crown 
Practice,  p.  18.  The  only  authority  where  a  doubt  is 
oast  upon  it,  is  in  Hawkins,  P.  C.  b.  1,  c  28,  s.  5,  where, 
after  stating  that  the  surety  of  the  peace  ought  to  be 
granted  against  any  person  whatsoever,  under  the  degree 
of  nobility,  he  says,  that  "  the  safest  way  of  proceeding 
agunst  a  peer  is  by  complaint  to  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery or  King's  Bench." 
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1845.  But  there  is  also  strong  retsoii  for  believing  either 

"^^l^^j^  that  there  was  no  information  in  this  caee,  or  that  it 
Lord  y/f^  insufficient  to  give  the  justices  jurisdiction  to  take 
the  recognizances,  and  that  is  a  good  ground  for  tfcii 
iq>plication ;  Regina  t,  Dtuin  (a) :  where  the  Court  went 
into  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and,  considering  tb 
articles  insufficient,  quashed  them.  A  oertiomri,  in  aoeh 
a  case,  like  a  habeas  corpus,  is  rather  of  i%ht  than  & 
cretion,  and  ought  to  issue  the  moment  the  Court  sees 
injustice  will  be  done  bj  refusing  it 

PoMey^  for  the  justices,  shewed  cause  in  the  first  iih 
stance. — ^Even  if  the  jurisdiction  were  doubtful,  the 
Court  in  its  discretion  will  not  interfere  under  these  ev* 
cumstances,  and  as  the  party  is  not  in  custody.  But 
there  is  no  privilege  of  peerage  in  such  proceediiigi. 
The  dictum  of  Blackstone  is  unsupported  by  authority. 
His  reference  is  to  Hawkins  alone,  who  says  it  is  tbe 
safest  vreLj  of  proceeding,  relying  probably  on  dicta  in 
old  cases,  when,  perhaps,  the  power  of  ordinary  magis- 
trates was  not  sufficient  to  enforce  their  warrant  against 
a  peer.  Hawkins  refers  to  Lambard,  who  says,  '^  If  a 
man  have  cause  to  require  the  peace  against  a  lord,  he 
for  so  small  a  cause  is  not  to  be  arrested  (as  I  take  it) 
by  warrant  from  a  justice,  nor  yet  by  a  supplicavit  out 
of  the  Chancery.  But  the  Lord  Chancellor  may,  in 
such  a  case,  grant  to  the  party  a  subpoena  agidnst  that 
lord  for  it,  cis  it  seemeth  by  35  Hen.  6,  Fitz.  tit.  Sub- 
poena, 20."  That  authority,  however,  does  not  bear  out 
his  statement,  as  it  only  seems  that  the  subpoena  issued 
there,  because  the  sheriff  did  not  dare  to  execute  the 
supplicavit  He  also  cites  Brooke,  tit.  Contempt,  6; 
but  that  authority  does  not  support  him.  [He  cited,  aleo^ 
Stat.  3  Edw.  1,  c.  1 ;  Com.  Dig. ''  Justice  of  the  Peace," 
B.  4 ;  Fit25herbert,  J.  P.  222,  223.] 

(a)  12  A.  &  £.  599. 
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Williams,  J.,  (stopping  him). — I  do  not  think  it  is  1845. 
necessary  to  consider  these  apices  juris,  as  I  see  no  reason  ex  parte 
for  my  interference  in  this  case,  on  two  grounds : — first,  giffo»d. 
the  party  applying  is  not  in  custody,  so  there  is  no  great 
mgency  in  the  matter.  In  the  case  oiRegina  y.  Dtinn  (a), 
the  party  was  in  custody,  and  being  so,  according  to  the 
never  &iling  rule  and  practice  of  the  Court,  we  thought 
we  were  bound  to  see  whether  there  were  sufficient 
grounds  for  his  detention.  Secondly,  if  these  reccgni- 
jEances  be  void  in  law,  as  contended,  in  the  event  of  it 
being  necessary  to  put  them  in  force  against  these  piar- 
ties,  (which  I  trust  it  will  not,  and  cannot  help  express- 
ing a  hope  that  time  and  opportunity  for  reflection  will 
prevent),  the  proceedings  may  be  resisted,  so  that  the 
validity  of  the  recognizances  will  come  in  question 
without  bringing  them  up  here ;  and  it  will  then  be 
Been  whether  the  magistrates  were  or  were  not  justified 
in  requiring  them.  If  the  recognizances  are  void,  the 
parties  will  not  be  damnified. 

Bule  refiised. 

(a)  12  A.  &  £.  599. 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Rev.  W.  B.  Wroth  and  J.  Bich, 
Jan.  30M.  Clerks. 

An  order  on  X  HIS  was   a  rule  Calling   upon   the  Rev.  Wilfiam 

fi^er^of  a  bas-  Bruton  Wroth,  clerk,  and  the  Bey.  John  Bich,  deiki 

**^  ^^u  to'  *^®  ^^  ^'^  keepers  of  the  peace  and  justices  in  and  fa 

the  mother  nn-  the  county  of  Buckingham,  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  rf 

Vict.  c.  101,  certiorari  should  not  issue  to  remove  into  this  Court  i 

that  tbeevi^^  certain  order  of  bastardy  under  their  hands  and  seals,  in 

?®"***-®t^i?.  .^  order  that  the  same  miecht  be  quashed 

frccofthebirth  ^  ^^  ^ 

of  the  child  was      The  order  in  question  was  as  follows : — 
and,  generally,        "  Bucks,  to  wit — At  a  petty  scssions  of  heat  MlP 
Ih^ddVtote'     i^*y'®  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Buckii^ 
that  the  evi-       ham,  holdcn  in  and  for  the  Ivinghoe  division  of  die 

denoe  on  which 

it  if  founded,  if  three  hundreds  of  Cottesloe  in  the  couiity  of  Buckioj^ 
be  fupportedT  ^^^^9  &t  the  town-hall  in  Ivinghoe,  in  the  said  diviooa 
bL^^tdiraon  *^^  county,  on  the  4th  day  of  November,  1844, 
oath;  and  before  US  the  Bev.  William  Bruton  Wroth,  dak, 
will  not  be  tmd  the  Bev.  John  Bich,  derk,  two  of  her  Migesty's 
Sl^hcrena  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county, 
to  the  language       «  Whereas  one  Mary  Stilton,  sinde  woman,  renduig 

of  thestatnte.  .  /  .....  j 

at  the  parish  of  Wingrove  within  this  division  and 
county,  did,  on  the  7th  day  of  October,  1844,  haring 
been  delivered  of  a  male  bastard  child  within  twelve 
calendar  months  prior  thereto,  make  application  to  Wil- 
liam Jenney,  Esq.,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace  usually  acting  for  this  division  and  county,  for  a 
summons  to  be  served  on  one  Thurston  Earthrowl,  of 
No.  13,  Elizabeth-terrace,  Liverpool-road,  Islington,  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex,  carpenter  and  joiner,  whom 
she  alleged  to  be  the  father  of  the  said  child,  and  the 
said  justice  thereupon  issued  his  summons  to  the  eud 
Thurston  Earthrowl,  to  appear  at  a  petty  sesdon,  tojbe 
holden  on  this  day  for  this  division  and  county,  to  an- 
swer her  complaint  touching  the  premises.  And  whereas 
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the  said  Thurston  Earthrowl  having  been  duly  served        ia45. 
with  the  said  summons  within  forty  days  from  the  pre-    xhb  Qubbn 
sent  time,  and  being  now  present,  and  the  said  Mary  V' 

Stilton  having  now  applied  to  us  the  justices  in  petty 
seesions  assembled  for  an  order  upon  the  said  Thurston 
Earthrowl,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  and  it  being  now  proved  to  us, 
in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  said  Thurston  Earth- 
rowl, that  the  said  child  was  within  six  calendar  months 
before  the  passing  of  an  act  passed  in  the  eighth  year  of 
the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  intituled,  ^^  An  act 
tor  the  further  amendment  of  the  laws  relating  to  the 
poor  in  England,"  that  is  to  say,  on  the  31st  day  of 
March,  1844,  bom  a  bastard  of  the  body  of  the  said 
Mary  Stilton;  and  we,  having,  in  the  presence  and 
bearing  of  the  sud  Thurston  Earthrowl,  heard  the 
evidence  of  such  woman  upon  oath,  and  such  other 
evidence  as  she  hath  produced,  and  having  also  heard 
the  said  Thurston  Earthrowl,  by  his  attorney,  and  the 
evidence  of  the  said  Mary  Stilton,  the  mother  of  the 
said  child,  having  been  corroborated  in  some  material 
particular  by  other  testimony  to  our  satisfaction,  do 
hereby  adjudge  the  said  Thurston  Earthrowl  to  be  the 
putative  father  of  the  said  bastard  child,  and,  having 
regard  to  all  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  we  do  now 
hereby  order,  that  the  said  Thurston  Earthrowl  do  pay 
onto  the  said  Mary  Stilton,  the  mother  of  the  said  bas- 
tard child,  so  long  as  she  shall  live  and  shall  be  of  sound. 
mind,  and  shall  not  be  in  any  gaol  or  prison,  or  under 
sentence  of  transportation,  or  to  the  person  who  may  be 
appointed  to  have  the  custody  of  such  child  under  the 
provisions  of  the  said  statute,  the  sum  of  two  shillings 
per  week,  from  the  said  7th  day  of  October  last,  being 
the  day  upon  which  such  application  was  made,  until 
the  said  child  shall  attain  the  age  of  thirteen  years,  or 
shall  die,  or  the  said  Mary  Stilton  shall  marry. 

TOL.  I.  MM  .  N.  s.  c. 
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1845.  **  And  we  do  hereby  fiirther  order  the  said  Thuntan 

T^r^M^    Earthrowl  to  pay  to  the  said  Mary  StUton  the  nim 
V-  of  iL  1j»  6d,,  being  the  coats  incurred  in  obtainiDg 

this  order,  and  lOt.  for  the  midwife. 


**  Given  under  our  hands  and  seala^  at  the 
aforendd. 

<«  John  Rich.         (i^sl) 
"W.E.  Wroth,    (ubl)" 

Archbold,  in  moying  for  the  nil^  took  the  fidkmiiig 
olgections  to  the  order: — 1.  That  it  did  not  shew  that 
the  application  had  been  made  by  the  mother  to  a  ji»> 
tice  of  the  petty  sessions  in  the  division  in  which  she 
resided.  2.  That  it  did  not  state  that  the  chiU  wis 
bom  within  six  months  before  the  pasang  of  the  aoL 
3.  That  it  did  not  appear  that  the  justice,  before  whom 
the  original  application  was  made,  was  a  justice  of  ifai 
county.  4.  That  it  did  not  state  that  tlie  evidence 
was  heard  upon  oath.  5.  Nor  that  any  comfdaiat 
had  been  made  to  the  justices.  6.  Nor  at  what  tint 
the  mother  was  delivered  of  the  child.  7.  That  it 
recited  an  application  for  an  order,  and  not  an  appHoa^ 
tion  that  evidence  should  be  heard.  8.  That  .it  £d 
not  shew  in  what  material  particular  the  evidence  of  the 
mother  had  been  corroborated. 

Keane  now  shewed  cause.-*-!.  The  direction  in  the 
.3rd  section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  that  applicatiaa 
shall  be  made  to  a  justice  of  the  peace  '^  acting  for  the 
petty  sessional  division  of  the  county"  is  not  imperadfe: 
Paley  on  Convictions,  p.  24,  and  the  cases  there  cited. 
The  case  of  Regina  v.  Martm  (a)  will  be  referred  to  oo 
the  other  side,  but  it  is  distinguishable ;  for  the  langmge 
of  the  94th  section  of  the  6  &  6  WilL  4^  a  60,  ii 

(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  1037,  n. 
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more  express.    An  order  direotmg  an  indiotment  to  be        1845. 
preferred  for  the  neglect  to  repair  a  highway,  is  a  inat«    ThiQubsii 
ter  that  requires   both  solemn  deliberation  and  local       ^  <'- 

*  Wroth. 

knowledge,  and,  as,  until  the  late  decision  in  the  case  of 

Begina  v.  Heanor  (a),  it  was  supposed  that  the  costs 

must  in  any  event  fall  on  the  parish,  it  was  a  matter 

that,  in  every  sense,  affected  local  interests  of  a  public 

nature.    An  order  of  bastardy  on  the  other  hand,  under 

tUs  Btatote,  is  a  private  matter,  in  which  local  interests 

ttre  not  concerned  at  alL    Further,  the  jdirase  ''petty 

flessional  divinon "  has  not  any  l^al  meaning;  it  is  not 

to  be  found  in  Bum  or  Archbold;  and  neither  ex- 

presdy,  nor  by  equivalent  words,  is  any  meaning  affixed 

to  it  in  the  9  Q«a  4)  c.  43,  save  in  the  marginal  note 

to  sect.  6,  which'  marginal  note  is  no  part  of  the  act. 

2.  The  second  objection  is  met  by  the  express  finding 

of  the  birth  of  the  child  within  the  statutory  time.     3. 

To  the  third  objection  it  is  answered : — Ist  That  the 

words  of  the  statute  have  been  followed.    2nd.  That 

the  Court  will  presume  that  a  justice  so  acting  was  a 

justice  of  the  coxmty.     3rd.  That  the  order  is  right  on 

the  authority  of  Bex  v.  Dobbyn  (6)  and  Rex  v.  Andover{c). 

4.   With  regard  to  the  fourth  objection,    the   order 

states  that  the  evidence  of  the  mother  was  taken  upon 

oath ;  and  the  other  evidence  may  not  have  been  such  as  g 

could  have  been  so  taken ;  for  instance,  it  may  have  con- 

osted  of  the  admission  of  the  father.     [Wigktmany  J. — 

The  &ct  of  the  birth  must  be  proved;  the  evidence 

of  the  mother  spoken  of  in  this  order  relates  to  the 

question  of  who  was  the  father.]     The  language  of 

the  statute  has  been  followed,  and  that  language  must 

mean  in  the  order  what  it  means  in  the  statute;  if, 

therefore,  the  language  of  the  statute  does  include  and 

import  that  the  evidence  must  be  taken  on  oath,  the 

(a)  Ant^,  p.  466.        ih)  1  Salk.  474.  (c)  Cald.  373. 

M  M  2 
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order  does  state  it  to  have  been  so  taken ;  if  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statute  does  not  include  and  import  that 
the  evidence  shall  be  taken  on  oath,  then  there  is  no 
necessity  for  such  an  all^ation. 

Archboldy  oontriL — It  is  laid  down  in  Paley  on  Con- 
victions, that  a  conviction  before  justices  must  be  on 
oath,  and  it  is  well  known  tiiat  an  order  of  bastardy  and 
a  conviction  have  the  same  requisites  of  oompletenesBi 
Then  the  recent  cases.  In  re  Jones  (a).  In  re  ToTdoft{h\ 
and  In  re  Gray  (c),  shew  tiiat  the  evidence  must  be  taken 
on  oatL  The  act,  (4  Q«o.  4,  c  34,  s.  3),  under  wbidi 
those  decisions  were  given,  requires  a  complaint  upon 
oath ;  but  does  not  say  tiiat  tiie  evidence  at  the  heanng 
of  tiie  complaint  shall  be  taken  on  oath,  yet  it  was  hdd 
to  be  essential 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — That  is  so.      Those  cases  are  di- 

rectiy  in  point.    The  omission,  therefore,  in  this  casek 

fatal. 

.    Rule  absolute. 

(a)  Ant^,  p.  3.         {h)  knik,  p.  171.;        (c)  Ant^,  p.  354. 
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Jan,  30th. 


I 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Cornwall. 

(Penbyn  r.  Falmouth).  . 

N  Michaelmas  Term  last,  M.  Smith  had  obtained  a  Two  justices 
rede  nisi  calling  on  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why  ^^  aiTo^ 
an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  county  of  Cornwall,  and  ^?F  ^®  '^*'^ 
an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  borough  of  Falmouth,  paaper  to  the 
adjudicating  the  settlement  of  Elizabeth  Worsdale,  a  asyiam,  under 
Innatic  pauper,  (under  the  9  Greo.  4,  c  40  (a)),  should  Is^^lti^T^ 
not  be  brought  before  this  Court  by  certiorari  for  the  county  justices, 

/.v    •  1     1       mi  1  /»    1  under  section 

purpose  of  being  quashed.     The  order  of  the  county  42  of  the  same 

act,  made  an 
order,  reciting 
the  former  order,  and  adjudicating  the  settlement  of  the  pauper.     On  cause  shewn  against 
m  rule  for  removing  the  latter  order  hy  certiorari : — 

HM,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  first  order  was  bad,  being  made  by  justices  who  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  remove  to  the  county  lunatic  asylum,  the  second  order  was  bad  also,  not- 
withstanding the  provision,  in  section  42,  that  such  order  may  be  made  where  a  pauper  is 
confined  in  the  asylum  **  under  any  order  of  any  justices." 


(a)  Section  42  provides,  that 
**  where  the  legal  settlement  of 
any  insane  person  confined  under 
any  order  of  any  two  justices  at 
any  county  lunatic  asylum,  pub- 
lic hospital,  or  any  licensed 
house,  has  not  been  ascertained, 
it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  any 
two  justices  acting  in  and  for  the 
county  in  which  such  county 
lunatic  asylum,  public  hospital, 
or  licensed  house  is  situate,  at  any 
time  to  inquire  into  the  last  legal 
settlement  of  such  insane  person ; 
and  if  satisfactory  evidence  can 
be  obtained  as  to  such  settlement, 
it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for 
such  justices  to  make  an  order 
upon  the  overseers  of  the  parish 
or  township  where  such  last  legal 
settlement  of  such  insane  person 
shall  be  adjudged  to  be,  for  the 


re-payment  of  the  reasonable 
charges  of  the  removing,  main- 
tenance, medicine,  clothing,  and 
care  of  such  insane  person,  in- 
curred within  twelve  calendar 
months  previous  to  the  date  of 
such  order,  such  charges  having 
been  first  proved  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  such  justices,  and  the  ac- 
count thereof  being  set  forth  in 
such  order;  and  it  shall  and  may 
be  lawful  for  the  said  or  any 
other  two  justices  of  the  peace  of 
the  said  county,  to  provide  for  the 
future  expenses  necessary  for  the 
maintenance,  medicine,  clothing, 
and  care  of  such  insane  person, 
in  the  manner  as  has  been  here« 
inbefore  directed  for  the  two  jus- 
tices before  whom  such  person 
was  originally  examined." 
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1845.        justices^  reciting  th^  order  of  the  borough  justioes,  was 

ThbQubkn    as  follows:— 
-,    _  \.      ,      "  Whereas,  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  3rd  of  Maidi, 

The  Jmticef  of 

Cornwall.    1843,  at  the  borough  of  Falmouth,  in  the  county  of  Corn- 
wall, by  a  cert^dn  order  (a)  of  Joseph  Fox,  mayor  of  the 
said  borough,  and  John  Hill,  Esq.,  two  of  her  Majesty's 
justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  borou^,  recit- 
ing, that  it  appeared  to  them,  having  called  to  their  aid 
one  Frederick  C.  BuUmore,  a  surgeon,  that  one  ISizar 
beth  Worsdale,  chargeable  to  the  town  of  Falmoalli 
aforesaid,  was  insane,  and  they,  therefore,  thereby  orders 
ed  and  directed  the  overseers  to  cause  the  said  Elizabeth 
Worsdale  to  be  conveyed  to  the  county  lunatic  asylum, 
established  at  Bodmin,  in  the  said  county ;  and  where- 
as, in  pursuance  of  the  said  order,  the  said  Elizabeth 
Worsdale  was  thereupon  afterwards,  on  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesdd,  conveyed  to  the  said  lunatic  asylum, 
and  was  then  and  there  delivered  to  the  proper  o£5cer 
thereof,  who  then  and  there  accepted  and  received  the 
said  Elizabeth  Worsdale  into  the  said  asylum,  and  the 
said  Elizabeth  Worsdale  was  then,  and  hath  been  firom 
thence  hitherto  kept  and  detained,  and  is  still  kept  and 
detained  in  the  said  asylum  as  insane,  where  she  hath 
ever  since  been  and  still  is  maintained ;  and  whereas,  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  order  aforesaid,  the  place 
of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Wors- 
dale had  not  been  ascertained,  and  it  is  necessary  now 
to  inquire  into  and  ascertain  the  same  according  to  the 
exigency  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
in  order  that  the  reasonable  charges  of  the  removing, 
maintenance,  medicine,  clothing,  and  care  of  the  said 
Elizabeth  Worsdale  (incurred  within  twelve   calendar 
months  previous  to  the  date  of  this  order)  may  be  re- 

(a)  Under  sect,  38,  ant^,  p.  344. 
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paid,  and  the  future  expenses  necessary  for  the  main-        1945. 
tenance,  medicine,  clothing,  and  care  of  the  said  Elixa-    t^  q    " 
beth  Worsdale,  whilst  she  remains  insane,  may  be  pro-  «• 

Tided  for;    therefore,   we,   John    Samuel  Enys  and     Cokkwall. 
Greorge  Croker  Fox,  Esquires,  being  two  of  her  Ma- 
jesty's justioea  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county 
of  Cornwall,  having  aooordingly  inquired  into  the  place 
of  the  last  l^al  settlement  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Wors- 
dale, and  it  being  now  satisfactorily  pfoved  before  us, 
as  well  by  the  oaths  of  Benjamin  Dealdn  &a,  as  other- 
wise, that  the  said  borough  of  Penryn,  in  the  said  county, 
la  the  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  EUsa- 
beth  Worsdale,  we  do,  theref<xre,  hereby  adjudge  the 
plaoe  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  Elijeabeth 
Worsdale  to  be  in  the  said  last-mentioned  borough ;  and 
we  do  hereby  order  the  overseers  of  the  said  last-men- 
tioned borough  to  pay  unto  the  overseers  of  the  town  of 
Falmouth  aforesaid  the  sum  of  SL  Ss.  6d.f  b^ing  the 
reasonable  charges  of  conveying  the  said  Elizabeth 
Worsdale  to  the  said  county  lunatic  asylum ;  and  also 
the  further  sum  of  2L  10«.  to  the  treasurer  of  the  said 
eoimiy,  being  the  amount  of  the  several  sums  which  by 
him  have  been  hitherto  paid  for  the  reasonable  charges 
of  the  maintenance,  medicine,  dothing,  and  care  of  the 
said  Elizabeth  Worsdale,  in  the  said  lunatic  asylum,  and 
also  the  sum  of  6$.  6d.  weekly  and  every  week  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  said  county  lunatic  asylum,  or  such 
other  sum  weekly  as  shall  be  from  time  to  time  here- 
after fixed  on  in  that  behalf  by  the  visitors  of  the  said 
county  lunatic  asylum.     GKven  under  our  hands  and 
aeals  the  21st  of  October,  1843. 

"  John  S.  Enys.     (l.  s.) 
"  G.  Croker  Fox.  (l.  s.)" 
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1845.  T^^^  above  order  was  confirmed  on  appeal  by  the 

T^Tq^n     quarter  sessions. 

^'  The  following  were  the  main  obiectiona  to  the  order 

The  Justices  of  .  ,  .  . 

Cornwall,     on  which  the  rule  nisi  was  obtained : — 

1.  That  the  order  adjudicating  the  settlement,  mider 
the9  Greo.  45C.  40,  recites  an  order  of  two  justices^  Ae 
borough  ofFalmouihy  acting  under  section  41  of  the  same 
act,  directing  the  pauper  to  be  confined  in  the  lunatic  asy- 
lum for  the  county  of  Cornwall;  but  that,  under  section  38, 
(which  is  incorporated  for  this  purpose  in  section  41)^ 
justices  can  only  direct  such  pauper  to  be  conveyed  to 
the  lunatic  asylum  '^  for  the  county  or  district  of  united 
counties  ^/br  which  or  any  of  which  they  shall  actJ*    That 
an  order  of  two  borough  justices  to  convey  to  a  county 
lunatic  asylum  is,  therefore,  clearly  bad,  and  vitiates 
the  adjudication  which  professes  to  be  founded  on  it 

2.  That  the  order  directs  that  the  expenses  of  conveying 
the  pauper  shall  be  paid  to  the  overseers  of  Falmouth; 
but,  by  section  41^  such  expenses  are  to  be  paid  by  the 
treasiu^r  of  the  county ;  that  the  order  should,  therefore^ 
have  been  for  repayment  to  him :  Begina  v.  Darton  (a). 

3.  That  the  order  directs  the  payment  to  the  treasurer 
of  the  sum  of  6«.  6d.  weekly,  **  or  such  other  sum  as 
shall  be  fixed  by  the  visitors :"  whereas,  by  section  38, 
the  justices  had  no  power  to  order  the  payment  of  any 
specific  siuns,  but  only  of  such  sum  as  the  visitors  might 
order. 

Merivale  now  shewed  cause.  —  Admitting  that  the 
justices  of  Falmouth  might  have  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
make  the  first  order,  the  question  is,  whether  the  justices 
for  the  county  might  not,  nevertheless,  adjudicate  on  the 
settiement  of  the  pauper,  she  being  actually  confined  in 

(a)  12A.  &£.  78. 
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'  asylum.    The  words  of  section  42  are  very  general^        1846. 
^     ^ve  power  to  make  such  order  ^'  where  the  l^al    f^^^  Quun 
t^^ment  of  any  insane  person  confined  under  amf  _.   j^ltj---  # 
^^sv  of  any  two  justices  at  any  asylum,*'  &c.  has  not    Cornwall. 
ascertained,  and  tiie  object  of  using  such  extensive 
is  very  apparent.   If  the  first  order  was  bad,  par- 
aggrieved  by  it  might  appeal  under  section  46,  or  it 
it  be  removed  by  certiorari ;  but  the  pauper  being 
^^a^ally  in  confinement,  and  tiie  first  order  having  been 
^Ibjected  to,  it  might  become  material  to  ascertain  the 
tilement,  in  order  to  relieve  the  county  rates  from 
ler  relieving  such  pauper ;  and,  whether  the  original 
were  good  or  not,  tiie  ultimate  result  would 
^^^y  be  to  fix  the  right  party  with  the  expenses. 
^Q  other  objections,  if  good,  go  only  to  small  portions 
^  tlieorder(a). 

M,  SmUhy  contri,  was  not  called  on  by  the  Court.  ' 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — The  objection  that  the  borough  jus- 
tices had  no  power  to  make  the  first  order  cannot  be  got 
over;  nor  is  it  cured,  in  my  opinion,  by  the  words  of 
section  42 :  '*  any  order  "  must  mean  any  valid  order. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  See  Regina  v.  The  Jutticet  ofRipon^  ante,  p.  292. 
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Jamuury  24U.  Barnes  v.  White  and  Auother. 

AJbod  aet^  TrESPASS  foT  bieaking  and  eateriog  the 
intituled/ '<  An'  doae,  and  mzing»  takings  and  convertdog  his  good%  ftc> 

act  tor  amend- 
ing the  roads 

and  higliwmys  in  W,/'  oontaiaed  aome  provisions  rflating  to  highwmjs  not  tunmike,  pii 
others  relating  to  tompike-roads.  By  s.  20  tlie  commissioners  were  empowerea  to  tnd 
gates,  bars,  &c.,  in,  npon,  or  across  any  roads,  &c. ;  by  s.  22,  to  take  toDs ;  and  bj  9, 99t 
to  mortgage  soch  tolls  for  the  purposes  of  the  act.  By  s.  93  the  act  was  to  eipire  in  twcety- 
'  one  years,  (1834). 
.  The  General  Turnpike  Act,  (3  Geo.  4,  c.  126),  ri822),  by  s.  4,  extends  its  prorisippi  t0 
all  turnpike  acts  then  in  ibrce ;  s.  41  enacts,  that,  if  any  person  shall  firmoMflBtly  or  for- 
cibly pass  through  any  tuck  toil-gate  with  any  horse,  &c.,  whereby  the  payment  of  thetoD 
shall  be  evaded,  he  shall  forfeit  any  sum  not  exceeding  5/. ;  s.  141  empowers  jnsttces,  iqwa 
conviction  of  the  oflbnce,  to  issne  their  warrant  for  levying  the  penalti^by  dialKaB  u4  ok 
of  the  goods  of  tiie  offender ;  and  provides,  that  one  moiety  of  the  penal^  shall  be  paid  to 
the  treasurer  to  the  commissioners  0/  the  road  om  wkiek  tueh  offence  ehaU  kmm  k§em  e&m* 
mUtedt  and  s.  148  authorises  the  use  of  the  forms  given  in  the  schedule,  in  which  is  a  forts 
of  conviction,  and  provides,  that  no  objection  shall  be  made  in  any  proceedings  Ibr  want  if 
ibrm. 

By  the  4  &  5  Win.  4,  c.  10,  s.  1,  (1834),  all  acts  of  Partiament  for  making,  ameDdiof, 
and  repairing  anv  turnpike-roads  in  Great  Britain,  which  would  expire  in  that  and  the  next 
session,  are  contmued. 

J.  B.  was  convicted  before  two  justices,  for  t^t  he,  at  the  parieh  qf  C,  on  the  turnpih 
road,  did  unlawfully,  &c.  pass  through  a  certain  toll-gate  there  situate,  and  being  under  the 
authority  of  the  53  Geo.  3,  whereby  the  payment  of  the  toll  was  evaded.  Tlie  ooovietioB 
concluded  thus : — "  We  do  adjudge  that  the  said  J.  B.  hath  forfeited  for  the  said  offeoee 
the  sum  of"  &c. 

Payment  of  the  penalty  being  refused,  the  justices  issued  their  warrant,  reciting,  "  tkat 
J.  B.  had  l)een  convicted,  for  that  he,  at  the  parish  ofCt  did  unlawfully,  ficc.,  pass  through 
a  certain  toll-gate  there  rituate;"  and  thereby  diredted  a  distress  for  the  penuty,  and  that 
one  moiety  thereof  should  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  to  the  commissioners  for  amending  ^A« 
roade  and  highway t  in  W. 

In  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  justices —  

Held,  1.  That  the  local  act  was  one  of  those  continued  by  the  4  &  S  Will.  4,  c  10. 

2.  That  the  conviction,  following  the  form  given  by  the  statute,  was  suflUdent. 

3.  That  there  was  no  material  variance  between  the  warrant  and  conviction  as  to  the 
situation  of  the  toll-gate. 

4.  That  the  53  G^.  3,  c.  xcii,  being  incorporated  in  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  the  wansat 
in  the  description  of  the  toll-gate  sufficiently  stated  an  offence  within  thooe  statutes. 

5.  That  the  appropriation  of  a  moiety  of  the  fine  to  the  treasurer  to  the  commissioofln  of 
the  roads  in  W.  generally,  was  rightiy  made. 

6.  That  no  demand  of  the  penidty  was  necessary  before  issuing  the  distress- warrant. 


HILARY  TERM,  8  VICT.  £05 

Ploa^  not  guiltyy  (by  statute).    The  cause  oame  on  for        1845. 
trial  before  PtUteaan,  J.,  at  the  Winchester  Summer 
AaazeB,  16th  of  July^  18445  when  a  verdict  was  found 
finr  the  phtintiff  with  21.  9s.  6d.  damages^  sulgect  to  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  following  case :  ^ 

The  defendants  are,  and  at  the  respective  times  of  the 
making  by  them  of  the  conviction*  and  of  the  signing 
by  them  of  the  warrant  of  distress,  and  of  the  commit- 
ting of  the  trespass  hereinafter  mentioned,  were  two  of 
her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  for  the  county  of 
Southampton,  acting  in  and  for  the  division  of  the  Isle 
of  Wight,  in  the  said  county.  On  the  3rd  of  June»  1843, 
tbe  plaintiff*  having  been  duly  summoned  to  answer 
an  information  in  respect  of  the  subject-matter  of  the 
conviction  hereinafter  mentioned*  appeared  before  the 
defendants  with  his  attorney,  and  objected*  that  the  local 
act  hereinafter  mentioned  had  expired,  and,  therefore*  that 
the  defendants  had  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  the  complaint. 

The  defendants  overruled  the  objection*  and  proceeded 
to  hear  the  case*  as  set  out  in  the  conviction  hereinafter 
mentioned ;  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  was  convicted 
before  the  defendants  acting  as  such  justices.  The  con- 
viction was  as  follows : — 

"Isle  pf  Wight,  in  the  county  of  Southampton. — ^Be  it 
remembered  that  on  the  3rd  day  of  June,  StiiVictoria,  and 
A»D.  1843.  James  Barnes,  of  the  parish  of  Carisbrooke,  in 
the  Isle  of  Wight,  in  the  county  of  Southampton,  builder, 
is  convicted  on  the  oath  of  Charles  Newnham,  a  credible 
witness,  before  us,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace  acting  in  and  for  the  county  of  Southampton*  and 
for  the  division  of  the  Isle  of  Wight,  in  the  said  county, 
for  that  he  the  said  James  Barnes  on  the  30th  day  of 
May  last,  in  the  parish  of  Carisbrooke  aforesaid,  in  the 
iale  and  county  aforesaid,  an  the  tumpik&^road  before  then 
mndQ*  and  then  being  under  the  authority  of  an  act  of 
Parliament*  made  and  passed  in  the  /(3rdyear  of  GecHge 
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1845.        the  3rd,  ^for  amending  the  roads  and  highways  in  the  Ue 
of  Wight,'  with  a  certain  carriage,  to  wit,  a  cart  drawn 
by  one  horse,  did  unlawfully,  fraudulently,  and  fordUy 
pass  through  a  certain  toll-gate,  then  and  there  legally 
situate,  and  being  under  the  authority  of  the  said  act;  by 
reason  whereof  the  payment  of  a  certain  toll,  to  wit,  the 
sum  of  threepence,  then  and  there  legally  due,  demanded, 
and  payable  under  the  authority  of  the  said  act,  by  and 
£rom  the  said  James  Barnes,  for  and  in  respect  of  the 
said  carriage  so  drawn  as  aforesaid,  was  avoided,  con- 
trary to  the  form  of  a  statute  made  In  the  3id  year  of 
George  the  4th,  intituled  *  An  act  to  amend  the  generd 
laws  now  in  being  for  regulating  turnpike-roads  in  thst 
part  of  Great  Britain^called  England ;'  and  we  do  henbj 
declare  and  adjudge  that  the  said  James  Barnes  hathfor* 
feited  for  the  said  offence  the  sum  of2L  2s.    Gvvesi  under 
our  hands  and  seals  the  day  and  year  first  above  written. 

**R  Walton  White,  (l.8.) 
"  J.  L.  Cooke,  (l.9.)'' 

The  plaintiff  refused  to  pay  the]  sidd  sum  of  2L  2s., 
which,  by  the  conviction,  he  was  adjudged  to  have  forfeited, 
wherefore  the  defendants  issued  a  distress  warrant  under 
their  hands  and  seals,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: — 
**l8le  of  Wight,  in  the  county  of  Southampton. — To 
the  constables  of  the  hundred  of  the  WestMedene,  in 
the  Isle  of  Wight,  in  the  county  of  Southampton,  and 
all  other  constables  whom  it  doth  or  may  concern,  and 
specially  to  Thomas  Hayter  Chase. 
^'  Whereas  James  Barnes,  of  the  parish  of  Carisbrooke, 
in  the  Isle  of  Wight,  in  the  county  of  Southampton, 
builder,  was  on  the  3rd  day  of  June,  now  instant,  con- 
victed before  and  by  us  the  undersigned,  two  of  the  jus- 
tices of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  &c.,  on  the  oath  of  Charles 
Newnham,  a  credible  witness,  for  that  he,   the  sud 
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James  Barnes,  on  the  30th  day  of  May,  now  last      ^1845. 
past,  at  the  parish  of  Carisbrooke  aforesaid,  in  the  isle 
and  county  aforesaid,  with  a  certain  carriage,  to  wit,  a 
cart  drawn  by  one  horse,  the  said  cart  then  and  there 
haying  two  wheels,  and  the  felloes  of  such  wheels  being 
then  and  there  of  less  breadth  than  three  inches,  to  wit, 
of  the  width  of  two  inches,  did  unlawfully,  fraudulently, 
and.  forcibly  pass  through  a  certain  toll-gate  then  and 
there  situate  and  being,  by  means  whereof  the  payment 
of  a  certidn  toll,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  threepence,  then  and 
there  legally  due  and  payable  by  and  from  the  said  James 
Barnes,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  carriage  so  drawn 
as  aforesaid,  was  avoided,  contrary  to  the  statutes  in  such 
case  made  and  provided ;  by  reason  whereof  the  said 
James  Barnes  hath  forfeited  and  become  liable  to  pay, 
and  we  adjudge  that  he  the  said  James  Barnes  shall 
forfeit  and  pay,  the  sum  of  2/.  2«.,  to  be  distributed  as 
hereinafter  mentioned,   which  said  sum  he  the  said 
James  Barnes  hath  refused  to  pay.     These  are,  there- 
fore, in  her  Majesty's  name  to  charge  and  command 
you  to  levy  the  said  sum  of  2/.  2^.,  by  distress  of  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  James  Barnes,  and  if 
within  four  days  after  such  distress  by  you  taken,  the 
said  sum,  together  with  the  reasonable  costs  and  charges 
of  taking  and  keeping  the  same,  shall  not  be  paid,  that 
then  you  do  sell  the  goods  and  chattels  so  by  you  dis- 
trained, and,  out  of  the  money  arising  by  and  from  such 
sale,  you  do  pay  one  moiety  of  the  said  sum  of  2L  28. 
to  Mark  Morgan,  of  Newport,  in  the  said  isle,  who 
informed  us  of  the  said  offence;  and  the  other  moiety 
thereof  to  the  treasurer  of  the  commissioners  for  amend- 
ing the  roads  and  highways  in  the  Isle  of  Wight, 
being  the  place  where  the  said  offence  was  committed, 
returning  the  overplus  on  demand  to  him  the  said 
James  Barnes,  (the  reasonable  charges  of  taking,  keep- 
ing, and  selling  the  said  dbtress  bdng  deducted);  and 
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if  mifScient  diitren  CAtmot  b^  found  of  the  goods  wdL 
diattela  of  the  said  James  BameB  whereon  to  Isrj 
•aid  sum  of  2/.  2s.f  that  then  you  oertify  the 
us^  together  with  this  our  warranti    Giveu  under 
hands  and  sealsy  at  the  Guildhall  in  Newport^  in 
lale  of  Wights  this  10th  day  of  June,  1848. 

*'RW.  White.  (L.0 
"J.L.Cooke.    (LAf 


In  pursuance  and  under  Ihe  authority  of  dds 
the  trespasses  complained  of  in  the  dedamlion  wer-^ 
committed.    The  plaintiff,  disputing  the  jurisdietioti  o^^ 
the  defendants  to  make  such  conviction,  or  to  issue  m^ 
warrant,  and  objecting  also  to  the  form  both  of  ite 
said  conviction  and  warrant,  served  notice  of  action  ttpon 
the  said  justices. 

The  pleadmgs  in  the  action,  and  also  the  act  passed 
in  the  63rd  year  of  George  the  3rd,  are  to  be  referred  to 
as  part  of  the  case  (a). 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  w&d 
entitled  to  recover  in  this  action,  then  the  verdict  for  hhn 
is  to  stand;  but  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  a  contrary  opinion, 
then  judgment  of  nonsuit  is  to  be  entered. 


(a)  The  53  Geo.  3,  c.  xcii,  in- 
tituledy  ''An  act  for  amending 
the  roads  and  highways  in  the 
Isle  of  Wight,"  contains  the  fol- 
lowing clauses: — 

Sect.  20  empowers  the  com- 
missioners to  erect  or  oause  to  be 
erected  such  number  of  gates, 
bars,  or  turnpikes  and  side-bars^ 
or  slde^tes,  in,  upon,  or  across 
any  roads,  lanesi  or  ways,  leading, 
or  which  may  hereafter  lead,  in 
or  out  of  the  same ;  and  also  toU- 
botlsefl,  with  gardens.  Arc,  and 
from  tfaiM  to  tim«  to  take  down 


and  remove  such  turnpikes  and 
toU-houseSy  as  the  aaid  oom- 
missioners,  or  any  three  or  more  of 
them,  shall  think  proper,  direct, 
or  appoint,  and  to  erect  othen  in 
the  place  thereof,  or  at  sudh  otfaiT 
place  or  places  aa  they  shall 
think  proper. 

Sect  22  enacts,  "  That  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  said  commb- 
sioneiB,  or  any  petson  or  personi 
to  be  appointed  by  virtue  of  this 
act  collector  or  coUectors,  to  de> 
mand  and  take  the  several  tolb 
and  duties  fbllowiag,  at  each  sad 
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ChanneUy  Serjt.,  {Butt  with  him)^  for  the  plainti£f. — 
1*  The  Bubetantial  question  in  this  case  depends  upon  the 
ooDJltrttction  to  be  put  upon  the  4  &  5WilL  4^  c.  10»(and 
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mwery  of  the  seTeral  and  reipective 
tnmpikes  or  toll-gateB,  or  toll- 
houei,  or  tampike,  or  toll-gate  or 
toQ-lioufe,  or  fide-bar  or  nde- 
gate^  which  shall  be  erected  io, 
upon^  acroiBy  or  on  the  sides  of 
tiie  said  roads,  or  any  of  them,  by 
virtue  of  this  act,  and  on  every 
dsy,"  &c. 

[Then  follows  a  list  of  the  tolls 
to  be  taken.] 

Sect.  39  empowers  **  the  said 
coramissioners  from  time  to  time 
to  borrow  and  take  up  at  interest 
any  sum  and  sums  of  money^  as 
they  shall  judge  necessary  for  the 
pmrpoees  of  this  act,  not  exceed- 
ing in  the  whole  the  sum  of 
lOOOA;  and  by  writing,  under 
their  hands  and  seab,  to  assign 
orer  or  mortgage  the  tolls  hereby 
granted  or  any  part  thereof,  and 
the  several  turnpikes  and  toll- 
liouaes  to  be  erected  on  the  said 
toad,"  (the  charges  of  such  assign- 
ments and  mortgages  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  said  tolls),  for  any  term 
daring  the  continuance  of  this 
aely  as  a  leeurity  for  the  re-pay* 
asent  of  such  sum  or  sums  of 
ttODey,  with  interest  for  the  same, 
to  ifie  person  or  persons  who 
■hall  advance  and  lend  such 
money,  &c. 

Other  sections  of  the  act  con- 
tain provisions  relating  only  to 
highwajTs  not  turnpike. 

By  sect  93  the  duration  of  the 
aet  is  limited  to  twenty-one  years, 
(1834). 

The  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  (General 


Turnpike  Act),  after  reciting,  in 
section  4,  **  that  it  is  of  great  im- 
portance that  one  uniform  S3rstem 
should  be  adhered  to  in  the  laws 

• 

for  regulating  the  management 
and  maintenance  of  turnpike- 
roads  throughout  the  kingdom," 
enacts,  ''that,  'from  and  after 
the  Ist  day  of  January,  1823,  all 
enactments,  provisions,  matters, 
and  things  in  this  act  contained, 
shall  extend  and  be  deemed,  con- 
strued, and  taken  to  extend  to  all 
acts  of  Parliament  now  in  force, 
and  to  all  acts  which  shall  here- 
after  be  passed  for  making,  widen- 
ing, turning,  amending,  repair- 
ing, or  maintaining  any  tumpike» 
road  or  roads  in  England." 

Sect.  41  enacts,  (inter  alia), 
*'  That  if  any  person  shall  fraudu- 
lently or  forcibly  pass  through 
any  tuck  toU-gtMte  with  any  horse, 
cattle,  beast,  or  carriage,  or  shall 
leave  upon  the  said  road  any 
horse,  cattle,  beast,  or  carriage 
whatsoever,  by  reason  whereof  the 
pajrment  of  any  tolls  or  duties 
shall  be  avoided  or  lessened ;  or 
if  any  person  shall  do  any  other 
act  whatsoever  in  order  or  with 
intent  to  evade  the  payment  of  all 
or  any  of  the  tolls,  and  whereby 
the  same  shall  be  evaded,  every 
such  person  shall  for  every  such 
offence  forfeit  and  pay  any  sum 
not  exceeding  bL" 

Sect  141  enacts,  "That  all 
penalties,  foifeitures,  and  fines  by 
this  act  inflicted  or  authorised 
to  be  imposed,  (the  manner  of 
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subsequent  statutes)^  namely,  whether  their  efiect  is  to 
continue  the  58  Gea  3,  c  xcii.,  or  not.  If  the  proYiaonB 
of  the  latter  statute  were  not  kept  aliye,  the  defendants 


levyiDg  and  recovering  and  ap- 
plying whereof  it  not  herein 
otherwise  directed),  shall,  upon 
proof  and  conviction  of  the  of- 
fences respectively,  hefore  any 
justice  of  th«  peace  for  the  county, 
riding,  or  place  where  the  offence 
shall  have  heen  committed,  (as 
the  case  may  require),  either  hy 
the  confession  of  the  party  offend- 
ing, or  by  the  oath  of  any  credible 
witness  or  witnesses,  (which  oath 
such  justice  is  in  every  such  case 
hereby  ftilly  authorised  to  ad- 
minister), be  levied,  together  with 
the  costs  attending  the  informa- 
tion and  conviction,  by  distress 
and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  party  or  parties  offending, 
by  warrant  under  the  hand  and 
seal  of  such  justice  (which  warrant 
such  justice  is  hereby  empowered 
and  required  to  grant);  and  the 
overplus,  if  any,  after  such  penal- 
ties, forfeitures,  and  fines,  and  the 
charges  of  such  distress  and  sale 
are  deducted,  shall  be  returned 
upon  demand  unto  the  owner  or 
ownersof  such  goodsand  chattels ; 
and  in  case  such  fines,  penalties, 
and  forfeitures,  shall  not  be  forth' 
with  paid  upon  conviction^  then  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  such  justice  to 
order  the  offender  or  offenders  so 
convicted  to  be  detained  and 
kept  in  safe  custody  until  return 
can  be  conveniently  made  to  such 
warrant  of  distress,  unless  the  of- 
fender or  offenders  shall  give  suf- 
ficient security  to  thejsatisfaction 
of  such  justice  for  his  or  their  ap- 


pearance, &c.,  (and,  in  caae  of  ns 
sufficient  distreaa,  to  ooamut  to 
prison  for  any  time  ncvt  exceading 
three  months),  and  the  mooifli 
arising  by  such  penaltiei,  Ibiftit- 
ures,  and  fines  respectively,  whn 
paid  or  levied,  if  not  otiierwiK 
directed  to  be  applied  by  thb 
act,  shall  be  firom  time  to  tiflM 
paid,  one  moiety  thereof  to  die 
informer  or  person  suing  for  aai 
recovering  the  same,  amd  tie  elkir 
moietff  to  the  treoiurer  or  ine- 
turert  to  the  trtusteee  or 
iionert  for  repairing  and 
taming  the  road  on  which  nA 
ofence  shall  have  been  eomwnttei, 
and  applied  and  disposed  of  for 
the  purposes  of  such  road  and  of 
thbact" 

Sect.  148,  **  That  the  fonm  of 
proceeding  relative  to  the  sevoal 
matters  contained  in  this  act,w]iicii 
are  set  forth  and  expressed  in  the 
schedule  hereunto  annexed,  mi^ 
be  used  upon  all  occasions,  widi 
such  additions  and  yariationsonly 
as  may  be  necessary  to  adapt  thsm 
to  the  particular  exigencies  of  the 
case,  and  that  no  objection  shall  be 
made  or  advantage  taken  for  want 
of  form  in  any  such  proceMingi 
by  any  person  or  persons  whom- 
soever." 

The  schedule  to  the  act,  No. 
191,  gives  "  a  form  of  convictioo:'' 

"  County  of to  wit— Be 

it  remembered,  that,  on  the 

day  of ,  in  the year  cf 

,  and  in  the 

A.   B.  is  convicted 
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had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  conviction  and  warrant 
in  this  case.  The  53  Geo.  3,  c  xcii,  for  amending  the 
roads  and  highways  in  the  Isle  of  Wight,  contains  in 
its  different  sections  various  provisions  relative  to  other 
matters  than  the  regulation  of  turnpike-roads,  and  was 
to  continue  in  operation  for  twenty-one  years;  it  would, 
therefore,  have  expired  in  October,  1834,  unless  kept 
alive  by  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c  10  (a).  That  statute, 
however,  only  continues  acts  which  have  reference  ex- 
clusively to  turnpike-roads,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be 
held  to  apply  to  the  53  Greo.  3,  c  xcii,  which  embraces* 
the  general  amendment  of  highways  in  the  Isle  of 
Wight  [TYmfa/,  C.  J. — Are  the  conmiissioners  ap- 
pointed under  the  53  Geo.  3,  c.  xcii,  empowered  by  thAt 
act  to  borrow  money?  for  that  question  is  a  material 
ingredient  in  considering  whether  the  act  is  intended 
to  be  continued,  or  not]  Yes;  by  the  39th  section 
they  may  rabe  money  upon  the  mortgage  of  the  tolls, 
but  only  for  a  term  during  the  continuance  of  the  act 

But,  if  the  Court  be  of  opinion  that  the  provisions  of  the 
59  Geo.  3,  c.  xcii,  have  been  continued,  then  the  objec- 
tions arise,  that  the  conviction  and  the  commitment  are 
defective  in  themselves. 


before  me ,  one  of  her  Ma- 
jesty's justices  of  the  peace  for 
the  said  county,  for  [^here  tpecify 
ike  offence^  and  when  and  where 
committed] ;  contrary  to  the  form 

of  the  statute  made  in  the  

year  of  the  reign  of ,inti  tilled, 

Ihere  set  forth  the  title  of  the  acf]. 
And  I  do  hereby  declare  and  ad- 
judge, that  the  said  A.  B.  hath 
forfeited  for  the  said  offence  the 

sum  of . 

Given  under  my  hand,  &c. 

CD. 
(a)The4&5Will.4,c.lO,s. 


1,  afler  reciting,  that  ^^it  is  ex- 
pedient that  the  several  acts 
for  making,  amending,  and  re« 
pairing  the  tumpike-roads  in 
Great  Britain,  which  will  expire 
with  the  present  session  or  the 
next  session  of  Parliament,  should 
be  continued,"  enacts,  "  that  all 
and  every  act  and  acts  of  Par- 
liament for  making,  amending, 
and  repairing  any  tumpike-roadi 
in  Great  Britain,  which  will  ex- 
pire &c.,  shall  be,  and  the  same 
are  hereby  continued  until  the 
Ist  of  June,  1836,"  &c. 


VOL.  I. 


N  N 
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18J5.  2.  The  oonviction  purports  to  be  made  under  the  3 

Geo.  4,  c.  1 26,  (the  General  Turnpike  Act),  the  4th  aeo- 

tion  of  which  provides,  that  its  provisionB  are  to  extend 

to  all  local  acts  for  making  and  repairing  tumpikeHroada. 

These  proceedings  appear  to  have  taken  place  under  sect 

'  41  of  that  statute.      The  application  of  the  penalties  is 

provided  for  by  sect.  141,  which  empowers  the  justices  to 

issue  a  warrant,  only  "if  the  penalty  shall  not  be  forthwith 

paid  upon  conviction."    The  adjudication  should  state, 

therefore,  not  only  that  a  party  has  forfeited  the  penalty, 

but  that  he  is  to  pay  it  forthwith.     In  Rex  v.  SeaU{a\ 

a  conviction  under  the  Lottery  Act  (42  Gea  3,  c.  119) 

was  held  bad,  for  not  mentioning  to  whom  the  penalty 

was  to  be  paid.     [^Tindal^  C.  J. — No  form  of  convictioii 

was  given  by  that  statute,  but  there  is  by  sect.  148  of  this 

act ;  and  no  objection  is  to  be  taken  for  want  of  fonn.] 

That  does  not  remove  this  objection,  which  is  not  one  (^ 

form,  but  substance. 

3.  There  is  a  variance  between  the  oonviction  and 
the  warrant.  The  conviction  states,  in  substance,  that 
the  toll-gate  in  question  was  on  the  turnpike-road ;  the 
warrant  merely  states  that  it  n^  there  situate,  that  is^ 
in  the  parish  of  Carisbrooke,  in  the  Isle  of  Wight. 

4.  The  warrant  is  bad  in  itself;  and,  if  so,  a  good  con- 
viction will  not  support  it:  Wicks  v.  Clutterbuck  (i). 
It  discloses  no  offence  at  all,  for  it  does  not  state  that 
the  toll-gate  in  question  was  situate  on  a  turnpike-road  * 
it  is  consistent  with  the  statement  in  it,  that  the  pay- 
ment demanded  was  for  a  toll-traverse,  or  of  some  other 
description  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
[^Erle,  J. — The  legislature  appears  to  have  used  the 
word  "  toll-gate"  throughout  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  both 
before  and  after  this  clause,  as  a  gate  to  which  was  inci- 
dent the  right  to  take  toll :  it  is  never  stated  as  a  toll- 

(a)  8  East,  568.  (h)  2  Bing.  483  ;  10  Moore,  63. 
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gate  aituate  upon  or  by  the  side  of  a  turnpike-road.]  iai5. 
The  General  Turnpike  Act  does  not  create  toIL  This 
warrant  and  conviction  can  only  be  looked  at  with  re- 
ference to  the  53  Gea  3,  c.  xciL  By  the  22nd  section  of 
that  statute,  a  toll-gate  is  one  which  shall  be  erected  on,  - 
in,  upon,  across,  or  on  the  sides  of  a  turnpike-road ;  and 
it  is  by  this  section  alone  that  the  right  to  take  toll  is 
given.  The  warrant,  therefore,  is  bad,  for  it  does  not 
shew  that  the  toll  was  legaUy  demandable. 

&  The  appropriation  of  the  proceeds  of  the  levy  are 
wrongly  stated  in  the  warrant.  It  states,  that  one  half 
of  the  fine  is  to  be  given  to  the  informer,  and  ^'  the  other 
moiety  thereof  to  the  treasurer  of  the  commissioners  for 
amending  the  roads  and  highways  in  the  Isle  of  Wight, 
being  the  place  where  the  said  offence  was  commit- 
ted" Now  the  form  of  warrant  given  by  3  Geo.  4,  c. 
126  (a),  directs  it  to  be  paid  to  the  smrveyor  of  the  turn- 
pike-road (describing  it)  where  the  said  offence  hap- 
pened; and  the  141st  section  orders  such  moiety  to  be 
paid  to  the  treasurer  or  treasurers  to  the  trustees  or 
commissioners  for  repairing  and  maintaining  the  road 
on  which  such  offence  shall  have  been  committed,  and  ap- 
plied and  disposed  of  for  the  purposes  of  such  road,  &c. 
It  is  dear,  therefore,  that  the  act  does  not  contemplate 
a  payment  to  the  treasurer  of  roads  generally,  but  to  the 
treasurer  or  other  officer  connected  with  the  particular 
road  on  which  the  payment  of  toll  has  been  evaded. 

6.  Lastly,  there  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any 
sufficient  demand  of  this  penalty  made  upon  the  plain- 
tiffi  [Cresswett,  J. — The  words  of  the  141st  section 
are  against  you  upon  this  point ;  for  it  allows  the  war- 
rant to  issue,  if  the  fine  shall  not  be  forthwith  paid  upon 
conviction.  No  formal  demand,  therefore,  appears  to  be 
necessary.] 

(a)  No.  20  of  schedule. 

nn2 
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1846.  Bylesy  Serjt.,  (^Bcarstow  Vfiik  him),  contri. — [TmdaL, 

C.  J.— We  wish  to  hear  you  upon  the  third  objectbn 
only,  whether  the  warrant  is  void  for  saying  a  toll-gate 
only,  and  not  a  toll-gate  erected  in,  upon,  across,  or  on 
the  side  of  a  tumpikc-road.]    If  the  warrant  be  read, 
it  is  perfectly  clear,  that  the  offence  was  committed  on 
a  road  in  the  Isle  of  Wight.     Now  the  20th  section  of 
the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  xcii,  gives  the  commissioners  appointed 
under  that  act  power  ^'  to  erect  turnpikes  and  toll-gates 
in,  upon,  or  across  the  said  several  roads  or  highways,  or 
either  of  them,  within  the  parishes  and  places  aforesaid, 
and  in,  upon,  or  across  any  roads,  lanes,  or  ways  lea^mg, 
or  that  may  hereafter  lead  into,  or  out  of  the  same."    It 
is  sufficiently  shewn,  therefore,  by  the  warranty  that  an 
offence  under  the  41st  section  of  3  Greo.  4,  c  126,  was 
committed  by  the  plaintiff.     The  warrant  follows  the 
words  of  that  section,  where  ^'  toll-gate"  is  the  mateiial 
word  employed,  (the  word  ^^such''  as  used  there  having 
no  antecedent).     Moreover,  the  warrant  says,  that  the 
payment  of  the  toll  ^'then  and  there  legally  due  and 
payable  by  and  from  the  said  James  Barnes,  for  and 
in  respect  of  the  said  carriage  so  drawn  as  aforesaid, 
was  avoided;  contrary  to  the  statutes  in  such  case  made 
and  provided.  By  reason"  &c  In  the  form  of  conviction 
given  by  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  the  statement  of  the 
offence  is  thus  directed:  "here  set  forth  the  offence, 
describing  it  particularly  in  the  words  of  the  statute  as 
near  as  may  be."    The  148th  section,  which  cures  all 
errors  of  form,  enacts,  "  that  the  forms  annexed  to  the 
act  may  be  used  upon  all  occasions,  with  such  additions 
and  variations  only  as  may  be  necessary  to  adapt  them 
to  the  particular  exigencies  of  the  case."     In  Davuon  v. 
Gill  (a),  under  the  Highway  Act,  (13  Gea  8,  c.  78),  in 
which  there  was  a  similar  clause,  except  that  the  word 

(a)  1  East,  64. 
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**  shall''  was  used  instead  of  **  may,"  a  material  variation  1845. 

from  the  form  set  forth  in  the  schedule  to  that  act  was  bIenm 
held  to  be  fatal    The  warrant  in  this  case  was  therefore  •'• 

right,  for  pursuing  the  words  of  the  statute. 

Chcmnell,  Seijt,  in  reply. — It  appears  to  be  admit- 
ted, that  the  53  Geo.  3,  c.  xcii,  is  to  be  read  with  the 

3  Geo.  4,  c.  126.  If  that  be  done,  the  22nd  section  of 
the  former  statute  explains  the  meaning  of  the  words 
''such  toll-gate,"  used  in  the  41st  section,  as  being  a 
toll-gate  erected  in,  upon,  across,  or  on  the  side  of,  a 
turnpike-road.  The  very  corpus  of  the  offence,  there- 
fore, is  not  stated  in  this  warrant. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  the  defendants 
are  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court  The  first 
objection  which  has  been  made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff, 
28,  that  the  local  act  was  not  continued  by  4  &  5  WilL 
4,  c  10;  but  I  think  it  is  clear  that  the  former  act 
was  kept  alive  by  the  latter.     The  object  of  passing  the 

4  &  5  Win.  4,  c.  10,  was  to  protect  parties  who  had  lent 
money  upon  the  tolls  authorised  to  be  r^sed  by  several 
local  turnpike  acts,  and  thus  to  prevent  their  being  left 
without  any  security  for  the  money  they  had  advanced. 
The  power  and  authority  to  raise  money  by  way  of 
mortgage  of  tolls  is  given  to  the  commissioners  by  the 
39th  section  of  the  53  Geo.  3,  c.  xcii;  so  that,  if  we  look 
to  the  spirit  of  the  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  10,  we  see  that  this 
local  act  is  just  one  of  those  which  the  legislature  in- 
tended to  comprise ;  and  if  we  turn  to  the  words  of  the 
1st  section,  we  find,  that  ^^all  and  every  act  for  making 
amending,  and  repairing  any  turnpike-roads'^  shall  be 
thereby  continued.  Now,  "  An  act  for  amending  the 
Toads  and  highways  in  the  Isle  of  Wight,"  which  is  the 
title  of  this  local  act,  may  well  be  included  in  the  express 
:  words  of  the  1st  section.  There  is  nothing,  thereforej  in 
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1846.        the  first  objection.     The  second  objection  turns  upon 
the  form  of  the  conviction,  that  it  contains  no  adjocBcs- 
tion  of  payment.     The  answer  is,  that   in  this  respect 
the  conviction  follows  the  form  given  by  the  3  Geo.  4^ 
c.  126,  the  148th  section  of  which  says,  that  ''no  olgec* 
tion  shall  be  made,  or  advantage  taken  for  want  of  form 
in  any  such  proceedings."     A  third  objection  is,  that 
there  is  a  variance  between  the  conviction  and  the 
warrant.     If  the  two  be  compared,  one  will  be  found  to 
be  more  full  and  explicit  than  the  other;  but  there  is  no 
material  variance  between  them, — on  the  contraiy,  th^ 
agree.     The  fourth  objection  is,  that  the  warrant  is  vend 
in  law,  because  no  offence  is  stated  in  it,  inasmuch  ai 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  toll-gate  mentioned  was  a 
toll-gate  situate  upon  a  turnpike-road.      Now,  I  agree, 
that  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  xcii,  is  to  be  taken  to  be  incorpo- 
rated with  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126.    If  you  look  at  the  woidi 
of  the  41st  section  of  the  latter  statute,  the  offence  mea- 
^oned  is, ''  if  any  person  shall  fraudulently  or  forcibly  pail 
through  any  such  toll-ffaie,  with  any  horse,"  &c.  The  fint 
answer  to  this  objection,  therefore,  is,  that  the  wairmt 
follows  the  words  of  the  act ;  and,  secondly,  if  the  22iid 
section  of  the  local  act  be  regarded,  we  find  the  word  *^  toll- 
gate''  used  as  synonymous  with,  or  at  least  equivalent  to 
'*  turnpike."  It  therefore  seems  to  me,  that  tlus  objectioip 
also,  is  sufficiently  answered.     A  fifth  objection  is,  tha^ 
the  warrant  wrongly  appropriates  one  moiety  of  the  fine. 
In  answer,  it  is  siifficient  to  say,  that,  substantially,  the 
form  of  warrant  given  in  the  schedule  to  the  3  Gea  4, 
c  126,  has  been  followed  in  this  matter;  and  section  148 
says,  ''that  the  forms  may  be  used  upon  all  ocoasioDS, 
with  such  additions  and  variations  as  may  be  necessary 
to  adapt  them  to  the  particular  exigencies  of  the  case." 
There  is  no  treasurer  of  any  particular  road  in  the  Isle  of 
Wight:  the  warrant  did  right,  therefore,  in  ordering  the 
moiety  to  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  commiasiimerBy 
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generally.     The  last  objection,  that  it  does  not  appear        1845. 

that  any  demand  of  the  fine  had  been  made  upon  the 

plaintiff,  is  answered  by  the  words  of  the  Mist  section 

of  the  3  Geo.  4,  c  126,  which  authorises  the  distress 

**if  the  fine  shall  not  be  forthwith  paid  upon  conviction.'* 

For  these  reasons,  I  think  none  of  the  objections  urged 

in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  can  be  allowed  to  prevail 

Cresswell,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.   With  re- 
spect to  the  main  point  in  the  case,  I  am  surprised  at  its 
being  thought  a  matter  of  doubt  whether  this  local  act 
was  continued  in  operation..    But,  it  being  clear  that, 
substantially,  the  plaintiff  was  wrong  in  refusing  to  pay 
the  toll,  several  objections  have  been  taken  to  the  form 
of  these  proceedings.     Upon  this  head  I  may  observe, 
at  once,  that  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  especially  cures  all 
defects  of  form,  where  the  forms  given  by  the  sche- 
dule to  that  statute  have  been  followed.     This  obser- 
vation disposes  of  several  of  the  objections  which  have 
been  taken.     It  has  been  urged,  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  there  is  a  variance  between  the  conviction 
and  tiie  warrant;  that  is  to  say,  that  there  is  no  conviction 
to  support  the  warrant.      Certainly,  the  warrant  is  not 
so  full  and  explicit  as  the  conviction,  but  to  my  mind 
they  are  substantially  the  same.  In  Danielly.  Philipp8{a) 
this  objection  was  made  with  much  greater  reason  than 
in  the  present  case ;  yet  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held,  that 
the  conviction  there  supported  the  commitment.     With 
respect  to  the  objection,  that  the  warrant  did  not  shew 
that  any  offence  had  been  committed,  although  at  first 
I  entertained  a  doubt  upon  the  matter,  I  now  agree, 
that  the  defendants  have  followed  as  near  as  may  be 
the  words  of  the  act,  and  that  the  offence  is  thereby 
sufficientiy  disclosed. 

(a)  1  C,  M.  &  R.  662. 
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1845.  Erle,  J. — I  also  agree  in  thinking  that  the  defend- 

ants are  entitled  to  judgment  of  nonsuit.  The  main 
question  is,  whether  a  local  act  which  contains  other 
provisions  than  those  relating  to  turnpikes  can  be  said  to 
be  continued  by  a  statute  which  enacts  that  ^^  all  acts 
for  making,  amending,  and  repairing  any  tumpike-ro-b 
shall  be  continued ;"  and  I  think,  that,  at  any  rate  so  &r 
as  that  local  act  relates  to  turnpike-roads,  its  proyisioDS 
have  been  kept  alive.  There  would  be  a  manifest  in- 
justice  in  depriving  persons  who  have  advanced  money 
upon  mortgages  of  tolls,  of  all  security.  With  respect 
to  the  chief  objection  of  form  which  has  been  relied 
upon,  namely,  that  the  warrant  does  not  set  out  any 
offence,  I  may  observe,  in  the  first  place,  that  it  follows 
the  words  of  the  141st  section  of  the  3  Greo.  4,  c  126, 
except  inasmuch  as  it  omits  the  word  ^^such;"  and  I 
do  not  find,  by  reference  to  antecedent  and  subsequent 
clauses,  that  that  word  has  any  meaning  whatever :  and, 
secondly,  if  the  22nd  section  of  the  local  act  be  referred 
to,  it  is  clear  that  ^^  toll-gate"  is  used  synonymously 
with  "turnpike."  I  therefore  think  that  this  objection  to 
the  warrant  cannot  prevail;  and  I  also  agree  with  the 
rest  of  the  Court  in  their  opinion  upon  the  other  points 
made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  (a). 

Judgment  of  nonsuit, 
(a)  Maule,  J.,  was  absent. 
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1845. 

(  The  two  following  cases  were  decided  in  1844). 

Peters  and  Another  v.  Clarkson  and  Another.  June  3rd. 

JLRESPASS  quare  clausum  fregit, — Fleas:  Ist,  Not  Under  the  5  & 
guilty  (by  statute) ;  2nd,  Justification  by  defendants  as  a  smreyo/of  ' 
surveyors  of  highways.  highwayt  maj 

•^  .  enter  on  adjoin. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Tindal^  C.  J.,  at  the  War-  ing  lands,  and 
wick  Spring  Assizes,  1844,  when  it  was  proved  that  the  therein,  with- 
defendants,  who  were  surveyors  of  the  highways,  on  the  amenS^f  "^th 
24th  of  March,  1843,  entered  the  close  in  question,  ad-  damage  caosed 
joining  the  highway,  for  the  purpose  of  cutting  a  drain  trespass  will 
therein,  to  carry  off  the  water  from  the  highway.     It  Jhn  for^So"**' 
did  not  appear  that  any  compensation  had  been  tendered  ^<*^»8»  *^«  t«n- 
to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  damage  done  to  their  close,  amends  not 
Notice  of  action  was  given  by  the  plaintiffs  on  the  8th  tionprecedent 
of  April,  1843.     There  was  no  evidence  that  any  spe-  ^^^g*^"'' 
cial  session  had  been  held  between  the  entry  by  the  de-  ▼cyor  is  not 

^      _  ,     -  /.    1  .  Tx    1        bound  to  have 

fcndants  and  the  commencement  oi  the  action.     Under  the  amount  of 
these  circumstances,  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  defend-  compSa*tion 
ants  by  the  direction  of  the  Jud^e ;  leave  being  reserved  aaccrtained 

-^      ,     ,  .  .  within  twenty. 

to  the  plaintiffs  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict,  with  40«.  dam-  one  days  after 

A*       •    •  • 

ages,  in  case  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  de-  commitSI* 
fendants  were  not  justified  by  the  5  &  6  Will  4,  c  50.  ^f^^*^' 
And,  in  Easter  Term  last,  a  rule  nisi  having  been  ob-  tio"  ^  be  paid 

can  be  setUed 

tained  by  Manning^  Serjt.,  in  pursuance  of  the  leave  re-  only  by  the 

-t  justices  at  a 

serveu,  special  session 

for  the  high- 

Adams,  Serjt,  (with  whom  was  Hayes),  now 
shewed  cause. — The  injury  done  in  this  case  to  the 
plaintiffs'  land  was  done  by  the  defendants  acting 
under  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50.  The  fa«ts  are  not  dis- 
puted. Sections  54  and  67  of  the  act  provide,  that 
damages  for  injury  done  by  surveyors  of  highways  acting 
under  the  authority  of  the  act  shall  be  settled  and  ascer- 


ways. 
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1845.        tained  by   order  of  the  justices  assembled  at  speoil 
PbtbrT      sessions  for  the  highways.     The  provisions  of  sectiooi 
i».  27  and  29  of  the  13  Geo.  3,  c-  78,  (old  Highway  Act), 

'''''"''^-  correspond  with  these.  i?aj(/&W  v.  Porfer  (a),  theiefoie, 
which  was  decided  on  that  act,  is  an  authority  here ;  and 
in  that  case  it  was  held,  that  there  are  no  other  means  of 
ascertaining  the  amount  of  compensation  to  be  made  ftr 
injury  done,  than  by  going  before  the  8pe<aal  seffiooDS. 
Now,  by  sect.  45  of  the  new  act,  it  is  provided,  that 
there  shall  be  held,  not  less  than  eight,  or  more  than 
twelve  special  sessions  in  every  year  for  the  purposes  of 
the  act ;  and  it  is  not  shewn  in  this  case,  that  any  one 
of  these  special  sessions  occurred  between  the  24th  of 
March,  when  the  entry  on  the  land  wds  made,  and  the 
commencement  of  the  action ;  and  it  may  have  been  im- 
possible, therefore,  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  damage 
done,  and,  consequently,  to  tender  compensation  for  it 
But,  even  if  a  special  session  had  intervened,  the  sur- 
veyors would  not  have  been  bound  to  attend  there,  in 
order  to  make  their  entry  on  the  land  lawfuL  It  does 
not  appear  that  what  they  did  was  an  injury  to  the 
land ;  and  if  the  plaintiffs  considered  their  acts  to  be 
injurious,  it  was  incumbent  rather  on  them,  than  on  the 
defendants,  to  go  before  the  justices. 

Manning,  Seijt.,  (with  whom  was  Mellor),  contri. 
— The  words  in  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  s.  67,  are 
not  the  same  as  those  in  the  former  act,  under  which 
Boiifield  V.  Porter  {a)  was  decided.  Section  67  enacts, 
that  surveyors  are  to  make  drains,  &c,  "  upon  '*  paying 
certain  compensation,  which  shews  that  the  payment 
must  be  precedent  to,  or  at  least  concurrent  with  Ae 
injury  done ;  and  as  in  the  old  Highway  Act  the  same 
word  is  not  il^ed  in  reference  to  compensation,  Bog/ldd 
V.  Barter  (a)  is  no  authority  in  this  case.  Primft  &cie,  the 

(a)  13  East,  200. 
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defendants  were  trespflssers;   and  it  would  seem  that        i846. 
the  109lli  section  of  the  act,  providing  that  twenty-one       psTBrns 
clays'  notice  shall  be  iriven  to  them  of  actions  to  be     ^     ^* 
btought  against  them,  was  inserted  for  the  purpose  of 
^ving  them  time  to  go  to  the  sessions  and  ascertain 
and  tender  the  amount  of  compensation,  and  then  de- 
fend themselyes  by  aid  of  the  statute.      This  course, 
however,  the  defendants  have  not  adopted,  and,  there- 
fore, they  remain  trespassers  stQl.     Lister  v.  Lobley  (a), 
JPaddock  V.  Forrester  (A). 

TiNDJLL,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me,  that,  by  the  proper 
construction  of  the  67th  section  of  the  Highway  Act, 
the  ascertainment  of  damage  done  under  the  authority 
of  the  act,  and  the  tender  of  compensation  for  such  dam- 
age, are  not  conditions  precedent  to  the  exercise  of  the 
powers  under  which  the  defendants  in  this  case  acted. 
By  the  67th  section,  a  surveyor  is  empowered  '^  to  make ' 
drains,''  &c,  as  he  shall  deem  necessary,  in  and  through  • 
any  lands  adjoining  or  lying  near  to  any  highway,  upon 
paying  the  owner  or  occupier  of  such  lands  or  grounds 
for  the  damages  which  he  shall  sustain  thereby."  With- 
out going  further  than   these  words,  the  prim&  facie 
interpretation  of  the  section  would  make  the  payment 
for  damage   concurrent  with  entry  on  the  land;   but 
how  could  that  be  done,  when  the  surveyor  has  had  no 
means  of  ascertaining  either  the  amount  of  damage  or 
the  amount  of  compensation  due?    The  67th  section, 
however,  further  provides,  that  the  damages  shall  **be 
settled  and  paid  in  such  manner  as  the  damages  for 
getting  materials  in  inclosed  lands  or  grounds  are  herein 
directed  to  be  settled  and  paid ; "  and  by  the  54th  sec- 
tion, such  satisfaction  shall  be  made  **  for  the  materials 
which  may  be  got  or  taken  away,  and  also  for  the  damage 

(a)  7  A.  &  E.  124.        (6)  3  M.  &  G.  903 ;  3  Scott,  N.  R.,  715. 
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1845.        done  to  such  lands,  &c,  as  shall  be  settled  and  asoertained 
^^^^^      by  order  of  the  justices  at  a  special  session  for  the  high- 
V,  ways ;"  treating  the  settlement  as  one  thing,  the  payment 

as  another,  and,  both  inunediate  or  not,  just  as  the  jus- 
tices 'shall  order.     In  the  case  of  Botjifield  v.  Porter  {a), 
decided  on  the  old  Highway  Act,  it  was  held,  that,  as 
the  jury  could  not  try  the  question,  whether  sufficient 
compensation  had  been  tendered  for  injury  sustained, 
the  justices  in  petty  serious  being,  by  the  provisions  of 
the  act,  the  only  tribunal  which  could  judge  of  that, 
there  was  no  need  to  shew  whether  or  not  that  had  been 
done.    The  question,  therefore,  for  us  to  decide  is,  whe- 
ther there  is  any  material  difference  between  the  13  Greo. 
3,  c  78,  ss.  27  and  29,  and  the  corresponding  sections  in 
5  &  6  Will  4,  c.  50 ;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  they  are 
substantially  the  same.  Boyfield  v.  Porter  (a),  therefore,  is 
an  authority  in  this  case.     It  has  been  said,  that,  even 
if  the  payment  for  damage  be  a  condition  subsequent,  at 
all  events  the  defendants  ought  to  have  ascertained  the 
amount,  and  p^d  it  before  action  brought.     I  do  not 
agree,  however,  to  this  view,  as  I  do  not  see  any  limitation 
in  the  act  as  to  the  time  for  ascertaining  the  damage 
done.     It  may  be  ascertained  this  very  day ;  or  an  ap- 
plication may  even  now  be  made  for  that  purpose  to  the 
justices  at  their  next  special  sessions. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  «ame  opinion.  I  do  not 
think  the  tender  of  amends  a  condition  precedent.  No 
doubt,  the  word  "  upon,"  in  the  67th  section,  has,  at  first 
sight,  the  appearance  of  making  the  payment,  if  not  an 
act  precedent,  at  least  concurrent;  but  the  decision  of 
BoyfiM  V.  Porter  (a)  is  opposed  to  that  view,  and  is  so 
consistent  with  reason,  that  I  should  require  far  more 
evidence  than  I  have  at  present,  of  the  intention  of  the 

(a)  13  East,  200. 
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l^ialature,  when  they  framed  the  new  Highway  Act,  to         1845. 
make  the  payment  of  compensation  by  the  surveyors  a  con-        paxEag 
dition  precedent  to  the  power  which  the  act  gives  them  of  «'• 

entering  on  lands,  before  I  could  dispute  that  case.  Then 
it  is  sud,  that  the  defendants  ought  to  have  gone  before 
the  justices,  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  damage  done  by 
them.  The  109th  section,  however,  on  which  this  argu- 
ment rests,  does  not,  I  think,  require  that  construction. 
There  are  cases,  undoubtedly,  where  satisfaction  must  be 
tendered.  Those  are,  where  a  person,  believing  himself  to 
be  acting  within  a  statutory  provision,  has  not  properly 
followed  it.  That,  however,  is  not  the  case  here.  To 
hold  that  the  surveyors  must  tender  amends,  would  in- 
volve this  absurdity,  that  they  would  be  bound  by  law 
to  do  that  which  they  might  not  by  law  have  the  power 
of  doing,  for  there  might  be  no  special  session  held 
within  twenty-one  days  before  action  brought. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the  surveyors,  or 
the  parties  complaining,  are  bound  to  originate  the  pro- 
ceedings before  the  justices. 

Cresswell,  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


) 
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JVbv.8M(«).  JoNSs  V.  N1CHOLL8  and  Another. 

Iq  construing      XBESPASS,  for  an  arrest  and  fake  imprisonment— 

'^SLte    Plea,  Not  guilty  b7  Btatute. 

yarions  itotutes       ^^  ^he  trial,  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  fcr 

reqainng  tbem,  ^  ^  " 

the  Court  will  Flintshire,  at  Mold,  it  appeared  that  the  defendants 

tSSemto  too  were  respectively  a  superintendent  and  constable  of  the 

"'wan  ejw!mi.  ^^"^  police  force,  appointed  under  the  provisions  of  the 

nation ;  the  ob-  2  &  3  Vict  c.  93,  the  8th  section  of  which  gives  to  all 

jcct  being,  that  ,  ,   , 

they  should  be  officers  appointed  thereunder  all  the  powers,  privileges^ 
JigiMe^  plain'  *^d  duties  in  their  several  counties  which  any  duly  ap- 
"2J:      .1^        pointed  constable  would  have  at  common  law  or  under 

Where,  there-  *^  ^ 
fore,  the  cause  the  1  &  2  Will.  4,  C.   41.      Among  the  privileges   con- 
in  a  notice  was  ferred  by  the  last-mentioned  act,  the  19th  section  re- 
J  J^^aTst.  A.  quii^'^  ^^^^  notice  in  writing  of  the  cause  of  action  shall 
on  the  30th  of  b^  eiven  to  a  defendant,  one  calendar  month  at  least  be- 

July,  and  the  °  .        «  i  •        i 

taking  him  fore  the  Commencement  of  any  action  for  anything  done 
and  TOnfining  in  pursuance  of  the  act  In  compliance  with  this  sec- 
fa^  ^^^  ^Tthe  ^^^°'  ^  notice  of  action  was  duly  served  by  the  phun- 
causing  him  to  tifTs  attorney  on  the  defendants.     The  notice  was  as 

be  taken  before 

divers  justices      follows :  — 

at  D.,  on  the 

Slst  July,  on  ...  «....»,.«> 

a  charge  of  felony  i—Held,  that  the  allegation  of  time  was  sufficient  as  to  the  Uking  to  D., 
and  imprisonment  for  twelve  hours,  though  it  was  not  expressly  connected  with  the  original 

trespass  on  the  30th.  ^     ^        ^^^ 

'  (a)  Anti,  p.  619. 


1 
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**  To  Richard  Nicholls,  one  of  the  superintendents  of  po-  i846. 
lice  in  the  Denbighshire  constabulary  force,  and  Tho-  \  ^^^ 
mas  Roberts,  wine  merchant,  and  one  of  the  constables  ^' 

of  the  parish  of  St.  Asaph,  in  the  county  of  Flint. 
"  I  do  hereby,  on  the  authority  of,  and  for  Joseph 
Jones,  of  St.  Asaph,  in  the  said  county  of  Flint,  victualler, 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  pro^dded,  give  you  notice,  that  the  said  Joseph 
Jones  will,  at  or  soon  after  the  expiration  of  one  calen- 
dar month  from  the  time  of  your  being  served  with  this 
notice,  cause  a  writ  of  summons  to  be  sued  out  of  her 
Majesty's  Court  of  Exchequer  of  Pleas,  at  Westminster, 
against  you,  at  the  suit  of  him  the  said  Joseph  Jones, 
and  proceed  thereon  according  to  law,  for  trespass  and 
false  imprisonment  committed  by  you  the  said  Richard 
Nicholls  and  Thomas  Roberts,  by  arresting  and  impri- 
soning the  said  Joseph  Jones  with  force  and  arms,  at  St. 
Asaph,  in  the  said  county  of  Flint,  on  Tuesday,  the  SOth 
day  of  January  last,  on  a  charge  of  felony,  and  taking 
him  from  thence  in  custody  to  Denbigh,  in  the  county  of 
Denbigh,  and  for  detaining  him  in  custody  upon  such 
charge  for  twelve  hours  or  thereabouts,  and  also  for 
causing  the  said  Joseph  Jones  to  be  taken  before  divers  of 
her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  at  Denbigh  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  of  Denbigh,  on  the  3 1st  day >  of  the  s^d 
month  of  January,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  on  the  said  charge 
of  felony,  whereby  the  said  Joseph  Jones  was  greatly 
injured  in  his  character,  and  forced  to  incur  great  ex- 
pense, to  wit,  about  20/.,  in  manifesting  his  innocence 
of  the  said  charge,  and  other  wrongs  to  the  said  Joseph 
Jones  did,  to  his  great  damage  of  100^,  and  against 
the  peace  of  our  sovereign  lady  the  Queen. 
"  Dated  this  26th  day  of  February,  1844. 

"  Yours,  &c., 

"  James  Vaughan  Home, 
**  Of  Vale-street,  in  the  town  of  Denbigh,  in  the  county 
of  Denbigh,  attorney  for  the  said  Joseph  Jones." 
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1845.  On  the  trials  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  it  wu 

^'jT^^^      objected,  that  this  notice  did  not  disclose  the  cause  of 

^'  action  with  sufficient  certainty,  but  Coleridge^  J.,  over- 

NXCHOLLS.  ,  ,  ,  , 

ruled  the  objection,  and.  a  yerdict  ultimately  passed  far 
the  plaintiff,  with  10/.  damages. 

Welsby  now  moyed  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  gromid  of 
misdirection. — The  notice  sent  to  the  defendants  was  not 
such  a  notice  as  was  contemplated  by  the  act,  reference 
being  had  to  the  cases  decided  on  other  statutes  requir- 
ing notices  for  the  protection  of  justices.    The  notice,  to 
be  worth  anything,  ought  to  set  forth  all  the  causes  of 
action  with  particularity ;  and  where  there  are  seyenl 
trespasses,  there  ought  to  be  an  all^ation  of  time  and 
place  for  each.     This  notice  is  for  a  trespass  and  false 
imprisonment,  by  ^^  arresting  and  imprisoning  the  plain- 
tiff at  St  Asaph,  in  the  county  of  Flint,  on  Tuesday,  the 
30th  of  July,  on  a  charge  of  felony."     That  is  one  dis- 
tinct trespass  and  cause  of  action,  which  is  properly  set 
forth.     It  then  proceeds  to  complain  of  the  defendante^ 
^^  for  taking  the  plaintiff  from  thence  in  custody  to  Den« 
bigh,  and  for  detaining  him  in  custody  upon  such  diarge 
for  twelve  hours  or  thereabouts.''     It  finally  chaiges 
the  defendants  with  causing  the  said  plaintiff  to  be  taken 
before  divers  justices  at  Denbigh  afoi'esaid,  on  the  31st 
day  of  the  said  month  of  July,  in  the  year  aforesaid, 
on  the  said  charge  of  felony.     Now,  it  is  submitted, 
that  this  notice  is  defective   in  regard  to   the  tres- 
pass which  intervened  between  his  original  arrest  at 
St.  Asaph,  on  the  30th,  and  his  being  taken  before  the 
justices  at  Denbigh,  on  the  31st  of  July.     The  law  re- 
quires that  all  such  notices  should  be  framed  with  the 
utmost  precision,  both  as  to  time  and  place,  in  order 
that  opportunity  may  be  given  to  the  defendants  to 
tender  amends  before   action   brought.      Such  is  the 
spirit  of  the  decisions  under  the  21  Geo.  2,  c  44 ;  the 
plaintiff  being  always  required  to  state  explicitly  what 
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his  cause  of  action  is,  and  when  and  where  it  arose.         ]84A. 
The  Court  will  not  infer  anything  in  aid  of  a  notice ;         j^JJ^ 
nor,  by  looking  at  this  notice  altogether,  presume  that  ^- 

all  the  trespasses  set  forth  in  it  were  but  one  transac- 
tion. Taking  each  by  itself,  it  will  be  seen  that  the 
second  contains  no  distinct  allegation  of  time.  The 
plmntiff  there  complains  of  being  taken  from  St.  Asaph, 
and  thence  to  Denbigh,  and  being  there  confined  for 
twelve  hours ;  and  to  that  trespass  no  time  is  attached, 
luless  the  Court  will  infer  that  those  twelve  hours  fol- 
lowed immediately  upon  the  original  arrest  at  St.  Asaph. 
Tlie  plaintiif  might  have  been  arrested  and  then  dis- 
charged at  St.  Asaph,  and,  if  so,  the  taking  to  Denbigh 
might  well  have  been  at  a  different  time  and  occa- 
sion altogether.  In  Martins  v.  Upcher  (a)  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  laid  down  the  law  in  conformity  with 
this  objection.  This  notice  would  be  good  if  it  had 
alleged,  that  the  twelve  hours  in  the  second  trespass 
-were  next  following  after  the  time  mentioned  in  the 
first  trespass.  As  it  is,  the  language  is  too  vague  and 
uncertain,  and,  the  notice  being  insufficient  in  that  re- 
spect, the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  been  nonsuited.  The 
learned  Judge,  however,  let  the  case  go  to  the  jury  on 
this  notice,  and,  therefore,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a 
new  trial. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  am  unable  to  perceive  the  defect 
vrhich  is  complained  of  in  this  notice ;  for,  if  we  apply 
a  little  good  sense  to  it,  which  is  the  usual  practice 
in  such  cases,  I  think  that  it  is  quite  sufficient  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  sustain  his  action.  It  sets  out  with  an 
all^ation,  that  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  by  the  defend- 
ant at  St.  Asaph,  "  on  the  30th  of  July  last,*'  and  then 
proceeds  to  state,  that  the  plaintiff  was  taken  thence  to 

(a)  3  Q.  B.  R.  G62 ;  and  s»ee  Breese  v.  Jerdein^  4  Q.  B.  R.  585. 
VOL.  L  O  O  N.  8,  C. 
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1845.         Denbigh,  and  there  confined  for  twelve  hours;  after 
JoNBs        which  he  compLuns  of  being  taken  before  divers  justices 
^  at  Denbigh,  on  a  charge  of  felony.    It  appears  to  me 

that  the  allegation  as  to  the  taking  to  Denbigh^  and  the 
confinement  there,  is  quite  sufficiently  dear  and  certain, 
when  the  purpose  and  object  of  a  notice  of  action  is  con- 
sidered. Any  plain  man  reading  this  would  say,  tliat 
the  whole  was  laid  as  one  continuing  transaction,  and, 
in  construing  these  instruments,  which  were  meant  for 
'^  plain  men,"  we  should  be  going  far  wrong  if  we  were 
to  be  too  nice  and  strict  on  grammatical  objections.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  there  ought  to  be  no  rule. 

Parke,  and  Alderson,  Bs.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


END    OF    HILARY    TERM  . 


HILARY  VACATION,  8  VICT. 


(ffourt  of  ©ueen'st  ISenc^- 


HILARY  VACATION,   1845. 


Fletcher  v.  Calthrop  and  Another.  February  ntk. 

XRESPASS  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment. —  A  conviction 
Plea,  that,  after  the  making  and  passing  of  a  certain  act,  Geo.  4,  c.  69, 
.<9  Geo.  4,  c.  69  (a) ),  being  "an  act  for  the  more  effectual  poJi^^J^Act). 

must  allege, 
that  the  de- 
fendants by  night  were  in  certain  land  for  the  purpose  of  taking  game  (and  temble^  by  night) 
in  such  land.     It  is  not  sufficient  to  follow  the  precise  words  of  the  statute. 

Therefore,  in  an  action  of  trespass  against  justices,  where  they  justified  the  imprison- 
ment  of  the  plaintiff  under  a  conviction  which  stated,  in  the  words  of  the  statute,  that  he  and 
three  others  did,  by  night,  unlawfully  enter  certain  land  with  a  net  for  the  purpose  of  tak- 
ing game,  to  wit,  &c.,  it  was  held  insufficient,  though  the  plea  alleged,  that  they  did  by 
night  enter  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  taking  game  by  night  in  the  said  land. 

Semble,  that  there  is  a  distinction  as  to  this  between  summary  convictions  and  misde- 
meanours under  sect.  9  of  the  statute. 

Where  an  act  is  made  punishable  by  summary  conviction,  which  act  may  be  lawful  if 
done  under  certain  circumstances,  such  circumstances  should  be  negatived  in  Uie  conviction. 

(a)  Section  1  enacts,  '*  that,  if  any  period  not  exceeding  three 
any  person  shall,  after  the  passing  calendar  months,  there  to  be 
of  this  act,  by  night,  unlawfully  kept  to  hard  labour,  and,  at  the 
take  or  destroy  any  game  or  rab-  expiration  of  such  period,  shall 
bits  in  any  land,  whether  open  find  sureties  by  recognisance,  or 
or  inclosed,  or  shall,  by  night,  un-  in  Scotland  by  bond  of  caution, 
lawfully  enter  or  be  in  any  land,  himself  in  10/.  and  two  sureties 
whether  open  or  inclosed,  with  in  5/.  each,  or  one  surety  in  10/., 
any  gun,  net,  engine,  or  other  for  his  not  so  offending  again  for 
instrument  for  the  purpose  of  the  space  of  one  year  next  follow- 
taking  or  destroying  game,  such  ing ;  and,  in  case  of  not  finding 
oflTender  shall,  upon  conviction  such  sureties,  shall  be  further  im- 
thereof  before  two  justices  of  prisoned  and  kept  to  hard  la- 
the peace,  be  committed,  for  hour  for  the  space  of  six  calendar 
the  fint  ofience,  to  the  common  months,  unless  such  sureties  are 
gaol  or  house  of  correction  for  sooner  found. 

o  o  2 
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lB4o.  prevention  of  persons  going  armed  by  night  for  the  de- 
Fletchbr  struction  of  game,"  and  before  the  said  time  when  &c.,  in 
^     ^'  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  before  the  commence- 

Calthaof. 

ment  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  day  of  October, 
1843,  at  the  parish  of  Soham,  in  the  county  of  Cam- 
bridge, the  plaintiff,  with  three  other  persons  to  the  de- 
fendants unknown,  did,  by  nighty  that  is  to  say,  afler  tlie 
expiration  of  the  first  hour  after  sunset  on  Monday, 
the  23rd  day  of  October,  1843,  and  before  the  banning 
of  the  last  hour  before  sunrise  on  Tuesday,  the  24th 
day  of  October  in  the  same  year,  to  wit,  about  the  honr 
of  one  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  the  said  24th  day  of 
October,  unlawfully  enter  certain  inclosed  lands  in  the  oc- 
cupation of  W.  Cornwell,  and  situate  in  the  said  pariah 
of  Soham,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  with  a  net,  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  gamey  to  wit,  partridges  and  pheasants, 
by  night,  that  is  to  say,  between  the  expiration  &Cj  and 
the  banning  &c.,  in  tlie  said  inclosed  land,  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  the  said  act;  and  thereby  the  phuntifiT then 
and  there,  and  within  the  county  aforesaid,  became  and 
was  guilty  of  an  offence  against  the  provisions  of  the 
said  act.     And  the  defendants  further  say,  that,  before 
the  commission  of  the  said  offence  by  the  plaintifi^  and 
before  &c,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  day  of  October,  1843, 
they  the  defendants  respectively  were,  and  from  thenoe 
hitherto  have  been,  and  still  are,  justices  of  our  lady  the 
Queen,  assigned  &c ;  and  that  afterwards,  and  just  before 
&c.,  and  within  six  calendar  months  of  the  commission 
of  the  said  offence,  to  wit,  on  the  said  24th  day  of  Octo- 
ber, 1843,  at  the  parish  of  Isleham,  in  the  said  county, 
the   plaintiff  was  charged  before  the  defendant  John 
Calthrop,  so  then  being  such  justice  as  aforesaid,  upon 
the  oath  of  one  James  Cowel,  a  credible  witness  in  that 
behalf,  with  the  said  offence  in  this  plea  mentioned,  the 
same  being  an  offence  punishable  upon  summary  con- 
viction by  virtue  of  the  said  act ;  and  that  afterwards, 
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and  just  before  &c,  to  wit,  on  the  26 th  day  of  October,        104/5, 
1843,  at  the  parish  of  Chippenham,  in  the  said  county,      Fletcher 
the  plaintiff  was  brought  before  the  defendants,  so  then  v* 

being  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  upon  the  said  charge, 
and  the  said  charge  was  then  and  there  in  his  the  plain- 
tiff's presence  proved  by  the  said  Jaines  Cowel  and  one 
John  Nichols,  being  credible  witnesses  in  that  behalf, 
upon  oath,  and  the  plaintiff  was  then  and  there  con^ 
victed  by  and  before  the  defendants,  then  being  such 
justices  as  aforesaid,  he  the  plaintiff  being  then  and 
there  present  before  the  defendants,  of  his  said  offence 
in  this  plea  mentioned,  which  conviction  was  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  26th  day  of  October,  1843,  written  on 
parchment,  and  signed  by  the  defendants,  and  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  5th  day  of  January,  1844,  was  re- 
turned by  the  defendants,  then  being  such  justices  as 
aforesaid,  to  the  quarter  sessions  then  holden  in  and  for 
the  said  county,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  that  case 
made  and  provided,  the  same  being  the  quarter  sessions 
for  the  said  county  next  aft;er  the  phuntiff  was  so  con- 
victed as  aforesaid,  and  which  said  conviction  was  and 
is  in  the  words  following : — 

**  Re  it  remembered,  that,  on  the  26th  day  of  October,  1843,  at  the 
parish  of  Chippenham,  in  the  county  of  Cambridge,  Robert  Fletcher, 
late  of  the  parish  of  Soham,  in  the  said  county,  labourer,  is  convicted 
before  us  the  Reverend  John  Calthrop,  Clerk,  and  Joseph  Sidney 
Tharp,  Esq.,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said 
county,  for  that  he  the  said  R.  Fletcher,  on  the  24th  day  of  October, 
1 843,  at  the  said  parish  of  Soham,  in  the  said  county,  with  three 
other  persons  to  us  the  said  justices  unknown,  did,  by  night,  to  wit, 
after  the  expiration  of  the  first  hour  after  sunset  on  Monday,  the  23rd 
day  of  October,  1843,  and  before  the  beginning  of  the  last  hour 
before  sunrise  on  Tuesday,  the  24th  day  of  October,  in  the  same  year, 
that  is  to  say,  about  the  hour  of  one  of  the  clock  in  the  morning  of 
the  said  24th  day  of  October,  unlawfully  enter  certain  inclosed  land 
in  the  occupation  of  W.  Coniwell,  and  situate  in  the  said  parish  of 
Soham,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  with  a  net,  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
game,  to  wit,  partridges  and  pheasants,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided  ;  and  we  the  said  justices 
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Fletcher 

V. 


1845.  adjudge  the  said  R.  Fletcher  for  hit  said  oflTenoe  to  be  impriMXicd  ia 

the  common  county  gaol  at  Cambridge  in  and  for  the  said  eomily 

of  Cambridge,  and  there  kept  to  hard  labour  for  the  period  of  three 

Calthrop.      calendar  months,  and,  at  the  expiration  of  such  period,  to  find  sare> 

ties  by  a  recognisance,  himself  in  the  rnim  of  lU/.  and  two  sorelia 

in  the  sum  of  5/.  each,  or  one  surety  in  the  sum  of  lOL,  conditJoned 

that  he  the  said  R.  Fletcher  shall  not  so  ofiend  again  for  the  space  of 

one  year  next  following;  and  we  further  adjudge  the  said  R.  Fletcher, 

in  case  he  shhU  not  find  such  sureties  as  aforesaid,  to  be  further 

imprisoned,  and  kept  to  hard  labour  for  the  space  of  aiz  caleadir 

months,  unless  such  sureties  shall  be  sooner  found.     Given  under 

our  hands  the  day  and  year  first  above  mentioned. 

**  J.  Caldutip. 

J.S.Thaip." 


« 


As  by  the  record  of  the  said  conviction,  remaining 
among  the  records  of  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  for 
the  said  county^  will  more  fully  and  at  large  appear. 
And  the  defendants  further  say,  that  the  said  conviction 
of  the  plaintiff  of  his  said  offence  hath  not,  at  any  time 
since  the  plaintiff  was  so  convicted  as  aforesaid,  been  in 
any  way  quashed,  reversed,  or  annulled,  but  that  tiie 
same  from  thence  hath  been,  and  still  is,  in  full  force  and 
effect ;  and  that  afterwards,  and  after  the  plaintiff  was 
so  convicted  by  and  before  the  defendants  as  aforesaid, 
to  wit,  on  the  said  26th  day  of  October,  1843,  the  de- 
fendants, as  such  justices  as  afores^d,  in  pursuance  of 
the  said  conviction  of  the  plaintiff  of  his  said  offence, 
made  and  issued  under  their  hands  and  seals  a  certain 
warrant  of  commitment,  which  said  warrant  of  conunit- 
ment  was  and  is  in  the  words  following : — 

"  County  of  Cambridge,  to  wit. — ^To  the  constable  of  Soham,  in 
the  county  of  Cambridge,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  common  gaol  at 
Cambridge,  in  the  said  county. — Whereas  R.  Fletcher,  of  Soham,  in 
the  said  county,  labourer,  is  convicted  by  and  before  us  the  Reverend 
J.  Calthrop,  Clerk,  and  — — ,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  die 
peace  in  and  for  the  said  county,  upon  the  oath  of  J.  Cowel,  for  that 
he  the  said  R.  Fletcher,  at  the  parish  of  Soham,  in  the  said  county, 
with  three  other  persons  unknown,  in  certain  land  there  aitoate  ia 
the  occupation  of  W.  Comwell,  did,  by  night,  to  wit,  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  first  hour  after  sunset  on  Monday,  the  23rd  day  of 
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October,  1843,  and  before  the  beginniDg  of  the  first  hour  before  lun- 
rise  on  the  24th  day  of  October  in  the  same  year,  that  is  to  say,  about 
the  hour  of  one  in  the  night  of  the  said  23rd  day  of  October,  unlaw- 
fully enter  upon  the  said  land  with  a  net,  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
game,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
Tided;  and,  therefore,  we  the  said  justices  adjudged  the  said  R.  Fletcher 
for  his  said  offence  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  common  gaol  at  Cam- 
bridge, in  and  for  the  said  county  of  Cambridge,  and  there  kept  to 
hard  labour  for  the  period  of  three  calendar  months ;  and  that,  at 
the  expiration  of  such  period,  he  the  said  R.  Fletcher  find  sureties 
by  recognisance  as  hereafter  mentioned.  These  are,  therefore,  to  re- 
quire you  the  said  constable  to  apprehend  and  forthwith  convey  the 
said  R.  Fletcher  to  the  said  common  gaol  at  Cambridge  aforesaid, 
and  deliver  him  to  the  said  keeper  thereof,  together  with  this  precept. 
And  you  the  said  keeper  are  hereby  commanded  to  receive  the  said 
R.  Fletcher  in  the  said  common  gaol,  there  to  be  imprisoned  and 
kept  to  hard  labour  for  the  period  of  three  calendar  months ;  and 
if,  at  the  expiration  of  such  period,  the  said  R.  Fletcher  shall  not 
find  sureties  by  recognisance,  himself  in  the  sum  of  10^.  and  two 
sureties  in  the  sum  of  5/.  each,  or  one  surety  in  the  sum  of  10/., 
conditioned  that  the  said  R.  Fletcher  shall  not  so  offend  again  for 
the  space  of  one  year  next  following,  then  that  you  the  said  keeper 
further  imprison  the  said  R.  Fletcher  in  your  custody  at  Cambridge 
aforesaid,  and  there  to  be  kept  to  hard  labour  for  the  space  of  six 
calendar  months,  unless  such  sureties  shall  be  sooner  found.     Given 

under  our  hands  and  seals  the day  of  October,  1843. 

"  Joseph  Sidney  Tharp.  (l.  s.) 
"  John  Calthrop,  Clerk,  (l.  s.)" 


1845. 


Flktchkr 

V. 

Calthropi 


And  the  defendants  further  say,  that  the  said  Bobert 
Fletcher  in  the  said  conviction  and  in  the  said  warrant 
of  commitment  mentioned  is  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit ; 
and  that  the  said  justices  in  the  said  conviction  and  in 
the  said  warrant  of  commitment  mentioned  are  the  de- 
fendants in  this  suit ;  and  that  the  said  conviction  of  the 
plaintiff  recited  in  the  said  warrant  of  commitment  is 
the  same  conviction  as  in  this  plea  mentioned  and  set 
forth,  according  to  the  words  thereof^  and  not  another 
and  different  conviction;  and  that  the  said  offence  of 
which  the  said  plaintiff  was  so  convicted  as  aforesaid 
was  and  is  the  same  offence  as  is  mentioned  in  the  said 
warrant  of  commitment,  and  not  another  and  different 
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1845.         offence;  and  that  the  said  common  gaol  in  this  plea  and 

J"''  in  the  said  conviction  of  the  siud  plaintiff  and  in  the  add 

^'  warrant  of  commitment  respectively  mentioned  was  and 

Caltukop. 

is  in  the  parish  of  Chesterton,  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
and  was  and  is  the  same  common  gaol  as  is  in  tlie  said 
declaration  mentioned,  and  not  another  and  Afferent 
common  gaoL  And  the  defendants  further  say,  that,  after- 
wards, and  just  before  the  said  time  when  Sec,  to  wit, 
on  the  said  26th  day  of  October,  1843,  the  defendants,  as 
such  justices  as  aforessud,  delivered  the  said  warrant  of 
conmiitment  to  one  Sutton  Ludbrook,  then  being  the 
constable  of  Soham,  in  the  county  of  Cambridge,  to  be 
executed  in  due  form  of  law,  and  that  the  said  Sutton 
Ludbrook,  then  being  such  constable,  then  and  at  the 
said  time  when  &c.,  imder  and  by  virtue  and  in  pur- 
suance of  the  said  warrant,  apprehended,  seized,  and 
laid  hold  of  the  plaintiff,  doing  no  unnecessary  violence, 
&C.,  and  delivered  him  to  Charles  Orridge,  the  governor 
and  keeper  of  the  gaol  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  as 
he  lawfully  might  &c.;  and  the  said  Charles  Orridge 
received  the  plaintiff  into  his  custody  under  and  in  pur- 
suance of  the  said  warranty  and  imprisoned  him  &c., 
and  forced  and  compelled  him  to  go,  work,  and  labour  on 
the  said  treadmill,  being  the  hard  labour  in  the  said  con- 
viction and  in  the  said  warrant  of  commitment  men- 
,  tioned,  for  the  space  of  time  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
and  kept  &c.  the  plaintiff  in  custody  until  &c.,  as  he 
lawfully  might  &c.,  which  are  the  same  &c.  Ajid  the 
defendants  further  say,  that,  at  the  time  when  the  said 
Charles  Orridge,  so  being  such  gaoler,  received  the  said 
plaintiff  into  his  custody  under  the  said  warrant,  he  the 
said  Charles  Orridge  and  also  the  said  plaintiff  well 
knew  the  day  and  time  when  the  said  warrant  was  made 
and  issued  by  the  defendants  as  aforesaid;  and  that  the 
said  plaintiff  was  discharged  from  his  imprisonment,  to 
wit,  on  &c^  and  within  three  calendar  months  next 
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afler  he  was  so  coniicted  as  aforesaid. — Verification.         184S. 
Special  demurrer  and  joinder.  Fletchbr 

The  case  was  argued  on  concilium  in  Hilary  Term  (a).  '• 

Gunninff,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  conviction 
set  out  in  the  plea  contains  no  statement  of  any  offence 
for  which  the  plaintiff  was  liable  to  be  punished  under 
the  9  Geo.  4,  c,  69^  by  summary  conviction  and  imprison- 
ment. It  does  not  appear  that  he  entered  or  was  in 
the  close  therein  mentioned  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
or  destroying  game  therein^  or  that  he  entered  or  was 
therein  by  night  for  the  purpose  of  taking  game  by 
nighty  or  that  he  was  in  the  said  close  by  night  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  game  therein.  In  all  the  cases  which 
have  arisen  on  this  section,  it  has  been  held,  that  a  de- 
fendant,  to  be  guilty  of  night  poaching,  must  be  on  the 
land  for  the  purpose  of  taking  game  in  such  land ;  in- 
deed, if  it  were  otherwise,  any  trespass  might  be  held  to 
be  within  the  act,  and  a  person  found  passing  by  night 
over  one  close,  with  a  gun  or  net,  for  the  purpose  of 
killing  game  even  on  his  own  land,  would  be  liable  to  be 
convicted  for  poaching  on  the  former.  This  point  arose 
in  In  re  Fletcher  (i).  {^Pattesan,  J. — In  that  case  I  dis- 
charged the  prisoner,  because  the  warrant  had  no  date, 
being  such  a  defect  as  no  conviction  would  cure.]  Jfe- 
ffina  V.  Gainer  (c)  is  to  the  same  effect.  \Coleridgey  J. 
— That  was  no  question  of  transit,  the  defendants  had 
the  opportimity  of  destroying  game  on  the  land  where 
they  were  found,  but  had  not  done  so.  Pattesony  J. — 
The  indictment  in  that  case,  too,  contained  the  words 
"  there  to  kill  game.*^  So,  it  will  be  founds  do  all  in- 
dictments under  this  act,  which  shews,  that  being  found 


(o)  January  17th,  before  Lord         (h)  1  D.  &  L.  726;   13  L.  J., 
Denman,  C.  J.,  Patteson,  Colc'     N.  S.,  M.  C,  16. 
ridgty  and  Wigkiman,  Js.  (c)  7  C.  &  P.  231. 
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Fletchbr 

V, 

Calthkop. 


armed  on  land  by  night  for  the  purpose  of  kQling  gime 
elsewhere  is  not  of  itself  suffident  to  constitate  the  of- 
fence of  night  poaching  under  this  act.  In  Regina  t. 
Davis  (a)  the  same  point  was  taken.  PattesoHj  J.,  in 
his  judgment  says,  ^'  The  intent  was  clearly  to  kill  game 
in  the  wood,  into  which  none  of  the  parties  ever  got  for 
that  purpose.  It  is  true  that  they  are  charged  with 
being  in  Shutt  Leasowe,  but  they  had  no  intention  of 
killing  game  there."  In  Davies  v.  The  King  {b)  the  in- 
dictment was  held  bad  for  not  sufficiently  averring  that 
the  defendants  were  by  nighi  in  the  closes  armed.  That 
case  was  under  the  9th  section  of  this  statute;  and,  as  the 
terms  of  that  and  the  first  section  are,  as  to  this  pomt, 
nearly  identical,  the  case  is  a  decisive  authority,  that,  to 
complete  the  offence,  two  things  must  coincide,  the  beii^ 
on  the  land  by  night,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  game  in 
that  land  by  night.  [Lord  Denman^  C.  J. — The  mis- 
chief there  provided  against  is  the  being  armed  by  night] 
Clmney  v.  Payne  (c)  shews  that  it  is  not  sufficient  in 
all  cases  to  describe  the  offence  in  the  words  of  the 
statute  creating  it  {d). 


(a)  8  C.  &  P.  759. 

(h)  lOB.  &C.  89. 

(c)  1  Q.  B.  R.  712. 

{d)  The  following  objections 
were  also  taken,  but,  as  no  judg- 
ment was  given  upon  them,  it 
will  be  sufficient  to  state  the  coses 
cited  on  both  sides  : — 

I.  That  the  warrant  is  insuffi- 
cient. 

1 .  It  contains  no  statement  of 
the  time  and  place  at  which  it 
was  made,  and  which  are  mate- 
rial, the  defendants  having  only 
a  limited  jurisdiction,  namely, 
within  the  county.  (/»  re  Flet- 
cher, 1  D.  &  L.  726  ;  In  reJRet^ 


nokb,  Id.  846;  2  Hawk.  P.  C. 
134,  179;  Dalton,  W5,  593: 
Morse  v.  James,  Willes,  1 22  •  £* 
parte  M'Ghee^  6  Mad.  206;  Rid- 
ley V.  Wilson^  Barnes,  420;  Qmi^ 
iersv. Neely,  9  Dowi.  139;  Dick- 
inson V.  Browny  Peake,  234; 
James  v.  Swift,  4  B.  &  C.  681). 
2.  It  does  not  appear  before 
whom  the  plaintiff  was  conTicted, 
nor  that  they  were  justices  of  the 
county.  {Elderton's  ca^,  2  Ld. 
Raym.  978;  2  Hale,  P.  C.  50, 51; 
Daniell  v.  PhiUpps,  1  C,  M.  & 
R.  662 ;  Coster  v.  }nUon,  3  M. 
&  W.  411 ;  Regina  v.  SMpston- 
onStour,  ante,  p.  230). 
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WarUedffe,  for  the  defendants. — The  conviction  8et  out 
in  the  plea  is  good,  since  it  lays  the  offence  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  act  of  Parliament.  It  is  the  entering 
by  night  on  land  which  appears  to  be  the  gist  of  the 
offence  created  by  the  act,  rather  than  the  intention  to 
take  game  by  night.  [Pattesan,  J. — The  first  clause  in 
the  section  refers  to  taking  game,  which  leads  to  the 
supposition  that  the  taking,  not  the  entry  by  nighty  was 
the  gist  of  the  offence.]  The  words  of  the  section  do 
not  shew  that.  [Lord  Denmariy  C.  J. — Suppose  the 
oonyiction  had  stated  that  the  defendant  entered  by 
night  with  the  intention  of  killing  game  at  seven  o'clock 
in  the  morning.]  Then  the  offence  would  have  been 
committed,  and  would  be  properly  charged.  The  object 
of  the  act  clearly  was  to  prevent  nightly  conflicts,  which 
the  entry  alone  on  the  land  was  likely  to  produce.  The 
terms  of  the  act  have  been  followed,  and  that  is  always 
sufficient  if  the  offence  consists  of  a  simple  fact,  pro- 


1845. 


Fletcher 

V. 

Calthrop. 


3.  The  omission  of  the  date 
and  place  of  making  the  warrant 
is  not  aided  by  the  7th  section  of 
the  9  (xeo.  4,  c  69 ;  and  Daniell 
V.  PhiUpps  (1  C,  M.  &  R.  662) 
does  not  apply:  such  omission  is 
peculiar  to  the  warrant,  and  can- 
not be  supplied  by  any  convic- 
tion, (/ft  re  Fletcher,  1  D.  &  L. 
726). 

II.  The  introductory  averments 
in  the  plea  are  insufficient  and 
ill  pleaded.  (  Whitley  v.  Fawsett, 
Style,  12;  HiU  y.,Bateman,  2 
Strange,  710;  Selby  v.  Bar  dons,  3 
R  &  Ad.  2;  Com.  Dig."  Pleader," 
3  K.  26 :  WiUianu  v.  Wilcox,  8 
A.  &£.  314,331.) 

1.  It  does  not  appear  that  the 
plaintiff  was  properly  charged 
with  the  offence.  (9  Rep.  25; 
Everard  v.  Patteson^  6  Taunt. 


645 ;  Rex  v.  Lyme  Regis,  Dougl. 
177  ;  CoUett  v.  Lord  Keith,  2 
East,  260;  In  re  Fuller,  ant^, 
p.  284). 

2.  Nor  is  it  sufficiently  alleged 
that  the  offence  was  proved,  the 
evidence  should  have  been  set 
out  in  the  plea. 

3.  Nor  that  the  evidence  was 
heard  in  the  presence  of  the  ac- 
cused. ( In  re  Jones,  ante,  p.  3 ; 
In  re  Tordoft,  ante,  p.  171 ;  In 
re  Gray,  ante,  p.  354). 

4.  Nor  that  he  was  called  upon 
for  his  defence. 

III.  The  plea  is  loaded  with 
immaterial  and  unnecessary  mat- 
ter, and,  therefore,  bad  on  special 
demurrer.  (Hembro  v.  Bailey,  1 
C.  &  M.  204 ;  Bithton  v.*  Evan*, 
2  C,  M.  &  R.  12). 


Calthrop. 
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1845.        vided  the  words  in  the  convletion  are  used  in  the  same 
2;     "^""^      sense  as  the  words  in  the  statute  on  which  it  is  founded: 

Fletcher 

l'_  Rex  V.  Chandler  (a) ;  Rex  v.  Speed  {b)y  cited  in  Paley  on 

Convictions,  p.  108 ;  Mann  v.  Daver8{c\   The  next  case 
cited  in  Paley  on  Convictions^  Rex  v.  Marsh  (rf),  is  more 
important,  referring  to  taking  fish  without  consent  of 
the  owner,  which,  being  mentioned  in  the  statute,  was 
considered  to  be  necessary  in  the  conviction.     There 
Littledaley  J.,  said,  *^  Generally  spealdng,  it  is  sufficient, 
in  an  indictment  or  a  declaration  founded  upon  a  statute, 
to  pursue  the  words  of  the  statute."     As  to  the  inten- 
tion of  the  persons  being  to  kill  game  on  the  land,  there 
cannot  be  any  reasonable  doubt.     The  words  used  to 
express  it  must  be  understood  in  reference  to  common 
sense  and  to  the  context:  Rex  v.  Stevens (e).     Rex  v. 
Capewell  {/)  is  no  authority  against  this  conviction,  be- 
cause, in  that  case,  it  was  the  fact  of  the  defendants 
being  on  the  land  or  not  was  in  question,  not  the  inten- 
tion with  which  they  came  there. 

Gunning,  in  reply,  contended,  that  Daniell  v.  Phi- 

lipps  (ff)  was  not  law,  and  that  it  was  inapplicable  to  the 

present  case,  in  which  the  defects  in  the  warrant  were 

beside  the  conviction. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — In  this  case  many  important  matters  were 
discussed  in  the  argument,  but  there  is  only  one  point 
to  which  we  find  it  necessary  to  advert 

The  defendants'  plea  cannot  be  supported  unless  the 
conviction  is  good  in  point  of  law.  The  plaintiflT  con- 
tends, that  it  was  invalid   for  want  of  setting  forth 

(a)  1  Ld.  Raym.  58 1.  (e)  5  East,  260. 

(b)  Id.  583.  (/)  5  C.  &  P.  540. 

(c)  3  B.  &  A.  103.  (ff)  1  C,  M.  &  R.  662. 
(rf)2B.&C.  717. 
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that  he  entered  the  close   with  intent  to   kill  game         1845. 
there.    The  defendants'  learned  counsel  admitted^  that      flbtcher 
the  conviction  as  laid  could  only   have  been  proved  ^' 

/»!•  Ill  Calthrop. 

by  evidence  of  the  intent  shewn  to  Kill  game  there; 
but  he  argued,  that  the  statement  in  the  conviction  of 
the  offence,  being  in  the  terms  of  the  act  creating  it, 
was  sufficient,  although  more  might  be  necessary  to 
be  proved  by  the  evidence.  Tliis  proposition  is  un- 
doubtedly too  extensive.  The  rule  laid  down  in  Palcy 
on  Con\ictions,  that  it  is  sufficient  to  follow  the  words 
of  the  act,  "  unless  the  offence  be  of  a  complicated  na- 
ture," is  open  to  two  objections :  it  docs  not  rest  upon 
any  authority,  nor  does  it  furnish  any  criterion  by  which 
justices  of  the  peace  or  this  Court  can  discover  what 
cases  are  thus  comprehended. 

In  favour  of  the  defendants'  general  proposition,  the 
case  of  Rex  v.  Marsh  {a)  was  cited,  where  Littkdale,  J., 
held  the  contrary  opinion,  declaring,  that,  "  Generally 
speaking,  it  is  sufficient  in  an  indictment  or  a  declara- 
tion founded  on  a  statute  to  pursue  the  words  of  the 
statute,"  which  is  undoubtedly  true,  but  imports  that 
there  are  cases  in  which  it  would  not  The  deci- 
sion there,  which  dispenses  with  the  word  knonoingly 
as  qualifying  the  possession  of  game,  appears  to  be 
founded  on  the  defendamts'  trade  and  the  duty  imposed 
on  him  by  the  act  as  a  carrier.  In  James  v.  Phelps  (h), 
which  was  a  case  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  where  the 
defendant  had  indicted  the  plaintiff  for  felony  in  ob- 
structing the  working  of  a  mine,  some  members  of  the 
Court  expressed  an  opinion  tliat  an  obstruction,  not  wil- 
ful or  with  knowledge,  could  not  amoimt  to  a  felony  on 
general  principles.  And  I  well  remember,  although 
the  words  arj  not  reported  where  the  case  is,  (in  the 
11th  Adolphus  &  Ellis,  and  the  3rd  Perry  &  Davi- 

(a)  2  B.  &  C.  717.  (6)  11  A.  &  E.  483  ;  3  P.  &  D.  231. 


540  N£W  SESSIONS  CASES^ 

184^.        son),  that  it  was  stated,  that  the  case  of  Itex  ▼•  Uiiak 
Flbtchkr      Carden  (a)  was  a  distinct  and  pointed  authmtj,  for  the 
V.  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  words  of  the  act  are  not 

universally  all  that  must  appear  on  the  oonricdon. 
There  the  charge  was  for  fishing  in  a  pond.  It  was 
held  naught  for  want  of  negation  of  the  owner^s  con- 
sent ;  and  the  same  argument  here  resorted  to  would 
have  supplied  that  defect,  and  was  pressed  on  the  Courts 
who  said,  however,  '^  The  offence  intended  in  this  con- 
viction is  fishing  in  the  fishery  of  Mr.  Hayne,  being 
private  property ;  but  all  this  might  be  done,  for  ai^hi 
that  appears  upon  this  conviction,  with  the  consent  of 
the  owner :  the  fact  ought  to  appear  so  that  the  Court 
may  be  able  to  judge  whether  the  conviction  be  agree- 
able to  law.  If  the  owner  had  been  the  oomplainer, 
that  would  have  shewn  his  dissent;  but  this  conviction 
is  upon  the  complaint  of  Martha  Buxton,  and  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  fishing 
in  any  water,  being  private  property,  without  consent 
of  the  owner."  As,  in  that  case,  the  consent  of  die 
owner  was  required  to  be  negatived  in  the  conviction, 
so,  in  the  present,  the  necessity  of  its  alleging  an  in- 
tent to  kill  game  there  is  deduced  from  the  enormous 
consequences  which  would  otherwise  follow;  for  it  can- 
not be  disputed  that  the  omission  would  leave  any  man 
open  to  a  summary  conviction  as  an  offender  against  the 
9  Geo.  4,  c  69,  s.  1,  who  shall  enter  the  land  of  another 
at  an  early  hour  during  that  period  which  the  statute 
defines  as  the  night-time,  with  the  intent  to  pass  over 
such  land  in  order  to  arrive  at  preserves  of  his  own,  and 
there  shoot  his  own  pheasants.  The  conviction  states, 
in  the  terms  of  the  act,  that  the  plaintiff*  entered  the 
close  unlawfully,  but  we  do  not  know  in  what  sense 
that  wonl  is  used.     The  justices  of  the  peace  may  have 

(fl)  4  Burr.  2279. 
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thought  it  unlawful  to  enter  into  the  close  with  the  re-        i845. 
motest  purpose  of  killing  game,  or  they  may  possibly      flbtchkr 
mean  that  the  entry  was  unlawful  as  a  trespass  on  the  v* 

,  ,  Calthrop. 

land  of  another.  If  such  was  their  meaning,  the  fact 
ought  to  have  been  averred,  and,  if  that  ground  of  ille- 
gality was  held  essential  to  the  offence,  the  decision  in 
CordetCa  ccue  would  prove  that  the  absence  of  the 
owner's  acquiescence  ought  also  to  be  averred. 

Two  cases  which  occurred  at  the  assizes  before  two 
of  my  learned  Brothers  were  cited — Rex  v.  Gainer  {a) 
and  Regina  v.  Davis  [b).  In  the  former  the  indictment, 
framed  on  section  9  of  the  same  act,  alleged  that  three 
defendants  entered  a  wood  *armed,  with  the  intent  to 
kill  game  there.  My  Brother  Coleridge  held,  that  strict 
proof  of  that  precise  intent  was  requisite ;  observing, 
that,  although  they  intended  to  kill  game  in  every  other 
cover  in  the  country,  that  indictment  could  not  be 
proved  without  the  other  too.  It  was  not  holden,  or 
even  argued,  that  the  word  there  could  be  rejected  as 
surplusage.  The  other  case  occurred  before  my  Bro- 
ther Patteson,  who  held,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  arm- 
ing of  one  of  the  party  was  not  the  arming  of  all,  so  as 
to  satisfy  an  indictment  on  the  same  section.  This 
alone  secured  the  defendants'  acquittal,  and  there  was 
no  absolute  necessity  for  inquiring  whether  the  intent 
must  be  to  kill  game  in  the  place  entered.  But  the 
learned  Judge  pointed  out  the  deficiency  of  such  proof 
as  fatal  to  the  prosecution. 

There  are,  however,  strong  reasons  for  dispensing  with 
such  intent  in  the  description  of  misdemeanours,  which 
do  not  apply  to  an  offence  made  the  subject  of  sum- 
mary conviction.  In  the  former  case,  the  mischief 
against  which  the  act  appears  to  be  directed  is  danger 
to  the  public  peace,  produced  by  the  assemblage  in  the 

(a)  7  C.  &  P.  231.  (h)  8  C.  &  P.  759. 
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184.5.  night  of  armed  numbers  in  pursuit  of  game;  the  place 
Fletcher  where  the  game  is  to  be  killed  is  wholly  imnuiterial^  and 
^     ^'  it  is  not  impossible  that  the  cases  now  cited  may  de- 

CaLTHROP.  *,  ,  1  1  m  •  -a  1 

serve  more  consideration ;  but,  when  the  thing  denounced 
by  law  is  the  entry  of  a  close  for  the  purpose  of  killing 
game,  the  words  of  themselves  carry,  in  an  ordinarr 
sense,  the  impression  (although  they  do  not  necessarilr 
purport)  that  the  intention  is  to  kill  the  game  there. 
The  probable  result  of  not  restricting  the  sense  of  the 
clause  has  been  already  pointed  out  as  too  monstrous  to 
have  been  contemplated.     The  learned  counsel,  indeed, 
admitted,  on  the  argument,  that  the  sense  ought  to  be  so 
restricted,  and  that  it  is,  in  fact,  so  restricted  by  the 
very  words  employed  in  the  statute;   and  hence  the 
omission  objected  to  makes  no  difference.      A  doubt 
was  felt  on  the  Bench  whether  that  admission  was  not 
too  large.     On  reflection,  it  seems  to  us  to  be  no  moire 
than  the  principle  of  former  cases  requires ;  that  prin- 
ciple being,  that,  when  a  certain  act  is  made  punishable 
by  summary  conviction,  which  act  may  be  lawful  if 
performed  under  certain  circumstances,  those  cinnnn- 
stances  ought  to  be  negatived  in  the  conviction* '  None 
of  us  doubt,  that,  when  the  proof  must  negative  such 
circumstance,  the  allegation  in  the  instrument  of  con- 
viction ought  to  do  tlie  same.     This  principle  is  well 
expressed  on  a  similar,  although  not  exactly  the  same 
occasion  in  Regina  v.  BatJies  (a).     Proceedings,  in  caqes 
of  this  natiu-c,  which  are  to  deprive  a  man  of  his  free- 
dom in  a  summary  way,  without  letting  him  be  tried  by 
his  peers,  are  always  construed  strictly,  and  never  sap- 
plied  by  intendment  of  matter  which  does  not  appear 
on  the  face  of  them. 

Our  judgment  must,  therefore,  be  in  favoiur  of  the 

plaintif£ 

Judgment  for  the  plainti£ 

ifl)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1265. 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Trustees  of  the  Taunton  Market,     j^a.  12th, 


N  appeal  against  a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  By  a  local  act 

Geo.  3, 


o 

the  parish  of  Bishop's  Hull,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  Ifad^T)  tnutees 
in  which  the  appellants,  Henry  Badcock  and  six  others,  ^^7^  appointed 

*  *■  \  '  and  empowered 

trustees  of  Taimton  Market,  in  the  said  county,  wei^  to  purchase 
rated  "  for  the  market-house  and  building,  containing  site  of  a  mar- 
butchers'  stalls  and  standings,  150/.,"  the  sessions  con-  dh^rt^,'^u7of 
firmed  the  rate,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  ""oiuesto  be 

,  *  borrowed  un- 

the  lollowmg  case : —  der  the  act, 

1.  To  pay  the 
expenses  of 

By  an  act  of  ParUament,  (8  &  9  Geo.  3,  c.  xliv),  inti-  ^^[^^^"^t^'' 
tilled,  "  An  act  for  erecting  a  market-house,  and  holding  pay  the  debts 

1    ^    •        1  f»  rr\  •        1  n  ioc^nrcd  by  the 

a  market  m  the  town  of   launton,  m  the  county  of  parchase  of  the 
Somerset,  and  for  preventing  the  holding  of  any  market  erecting  the 
in  the  streets  of  the  said  town,  and  for  cleansin^c  the  }?«jldings  and 

*^  lightmg  certain 

#  streets  in  the 

town  of  T.,  and  of  purchasing  the  stalls  standing  in  the  then  market,  and  certain 
mortgages  made  under  the  act,  with  interest ;  3.  After  the  discharge  of  the  same,  and 
of  all  debts,  it  was  directed,  that  **  the  said  market  and  buildings,  and  the  tolls,  rents, 
and  profits  thereof,  should  be  in  trust  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  pariah  of  St.  M.,  in 
the  said  town  of  T.,  for  ever,  and  be  applied  to  the  clothing,  educating,  and  placing  out 
apprentices  so  many  of  the  children  of  the  poor  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish  as  the  trustees 
should  from  time  to  time  appoint/' 

Section  25  proTided  that  the  share  and  proportion  which  the  several  grounds  did  con- 
tribute or  pay,  or  were  charged  with  towards  the  poor-rates  in  the  year  1768,  according  to 
tlie  rents  of  the  same  as  they  were  then  rated,  should  be  for  ever  paid  by  the  trustees  in 
respect  of  the  buildings  to  be  erected  by  virtue  of  the  act. 

A  subsequent  act  (57  Geo.  3,  c.  Irv)  empowered  the  trustees  to  extend  the  market,  and 
to  purchase  lands  fbr  diat  purpose,  and  enacted,  that  the  8  &  9  Geo.  3,  c.  xliv,  and  all  the 
aathorities,  powers,  provisions,  regulations,  clauses,  matters,  and  things,  except  such  as 
were  thereby  altered,  varied,  or  repealed,  or  were  repugnant  to,  or  otherwise  provided  for, 
by  that  act,  should  be  in  full  force  and  effect,  and  extend  to  that  act  as  fully  and  effectually, 
to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  if  all  such  authorities,  &c.  therein  contained  were  repeated 
and  re-enacted  in  the  body  of  that  act  with  relation  thereto. 

The  trustees,  under  the  first  act,  purchased  lands  in  the  parish  of  St.  M.,  and,  under  the 
second,  land  in  the  parish  of  B.,  both  in  the  tojni  of  T.,  and  erected  thereon  a  market- 
house,  &c.  They  occupied  the  premises  and  collected  the  tolls,  with  which  they  paid  the 
expenses  of  the  market  and  the  Interest  of  the  mortgage  debts.  No  surplus  ever  existed 
after  such  payment,  and  no  part  of  the  mortgages  had  been  paid  off: — 

Held,  1.  That  the  special  provisions  of  the  8  &  9  Geo.  3,  c.  xliv,  with  respect  to  ratbg, 
were  not  incorporated  into  the  57  Geo.  3,  c.  Ixv,  by  the  general  words  of  the  clause  of 
reference  in  the  latter. 

2.  That  the  trustees,  being  occupiers  of  premises  in  the  parish  of  B.,  which  produced  a 
valuable  return,  although  not  profitable  in  any  given  year,  and  the  destination  of  the  funds 
under  the  statute  not  being  to  strictiy  public  purposes,  were  rateable,  according  to  the 
Parochial  Assessment  Act,  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  pariah  of  B. 

VOL.  I.  P  P  N.  S.  C. 
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1846.        streets  and  preventing  nuisances  and  obetructions  there- 
The  Queen    "^*  *°^  ^^^  lightbg  certain  streets  in  the  said  town," 
_-      *'•  the  trustees  therein  appointed  were  empowered  to  par- 

Taunton      chase  certain  ground  and  buildings  therein  described, 
situate  within  the  said  town  of  Taunton^  and  to  con- 
vert the  sidd  ground  into  a  place  for  holding  the  said 
market,  and  for  erecting  a  market-house ;  and  it  was 
thereby  enacted,  (section  21),  '^  that  all  the  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments  to  be  purchased  hy  virtue  and 
under  the  authority  of  that  act,  for  the  site  of  the  said 
market  as  aforesaid,  and  all  buildings,  houses,  sheds, 
stalls,  standings,  and  other  erections  to  be  built  or  set 
up  thereupon,  and  the  rents  and  profits  arising  fix>m  the 
same,  should  be,  and  were  thereby  vested  in  the  said 
trustees  atid  their  successors,  for  ever;  and  that  they 
should  stand  seised  thereof,  in  trust  for  the  several  uses, 
intents,  and  purposes  thereinafter  mentioned   and  de- 
clared concerning  the  same;  (that  is 'to  say),  the  said 
trustees  should,  out  of  the  first  monies  to  be  borrowed 
or  raised  by  any  ways  and  means  imder  the  authority  of 
the  act,  pay  and>discharge  the  costs  and  expenses  of  ob- 
taining and  passing  the  act;  and  should,  in  the  next 
place,  pay  off*  and  discharge  all  debts  that  should  be 
incurred  by  the  purchase  of  the  said  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments,  and  the  ground  whereon  to  erect  the 
said   market  and  buildings,  and  all  such  charges  and 
expenses  as  should  necessarily  attend  the  erecting  ai\d 
constituting  the  same ;  and  also  the  expenses  of  erectii^ 
maintaining,  and  lighting  of  lamps  in  certain  streets  in 
the  said  town  therein  particularly  mentioned ;  and  also 
the  expenses  of  purchasing  the  stalls  and  standings 
erected  in  the  then  present  market  on  market-days, 
thereinbefore  directed  to  be  purchased  by  the  said  tros- 
tees ;  and  also  certain  mortgages  by  the  Bald  act  au- 
thorised to  be  made  by  the  sidd  trustees  as  thereinbefore 
mentioned,  and  the  interest  thereof,  so  long  as  any  of 


Mabibt. 


HILARY  VACATION,  8  VICT.  545 

them  should  remain  mipaid ;  and,  after  the  discharge  of        1846. 
the  same,  and  of  all  debts  accrued  on  account  of  the    thb  Qubbn 
said  market  and  buildinscs,  the  said  market  and  build-  ^ 

,  The  Trnsteesof 

ings,  and  the  tolls,  rents,  and  profits  thereof  or  arising  Taunton 
thereby,  should  be  and  remain  in  the  said  trustees,  in 
trust  as  an  estate  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  parish 
of  St  Mary  Magdalene,  in  the  said  town  of  Taunton, 
for  ever,  and  should  and  might  be  applied  by  the  said 
trustees  to  the  clothinffy  educating ^  and  phzcing  cut  appren- 
tices so  many  of  the  children  of  the  poor  inhabitants  of  the 
said  parish  of  St.  Mary  Magdalene  as  the  said  trustees 
should  from  time  to  time  direct  or  appoint." 

Sect.  25  provided,  ^'that  the  share  and  proportion 
which  the  several  groimds,  houses,  and  buildings  which 
should  be  vested  in  the  said  trustees  by  virtue  of  that 
act  did  contribute  or  pay,  or  was  or  were  charged  with 
towards  the  land-tax,  church,  and  poor-rates  in  the  year 
1768,  according  to  the  rents  of  the  same  as  they  were 
then  rated,  should  be  for  ever  paid  to  the  collector  or* 
collectors,  and  other  proper  officer  or  officers  authorised 
to  receive  the  same  by  the  said  trustees,  and  the  said 
trustees  should  for  ever  thereafter  be  charged  with,  and 
liable  to  the  payment  thereof;  and  such  payments  as 
aforesaid  should  be  in  lieu  of  all  taxes,  rates,  or  any  im- 
pontions,  of  what  kind  or  nature  soever,  to  be  paid  in 
respect  of  the  said  market-house  and  other  houses  and 
buildings  to  be  erected  by  virtue  of  the  said  act." 

In  pursuance  of  the  said  act,  the  trustees  of  Taunton 
Market,  in  the  year  1768,  purchased  the  grounds  and 
buildings  mentioned  in  the  said  act,  and  erected  a  mar- 
ket and  market-house  on  the  said  ground,  all  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Mary  Magdalene,  Taimton. 

In  the  year  1817,  the  trustees,  finding  the  market 
was  not  sufficiently  lai^e,  obtained  an  act,  (57  Geo.  3,  c 
Ixv),  intituled,  *^  An  act  for  enlarging  the  market-place 
and  regulating  the  market  in  the  town  of  Taunton,  in 

pp2 
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IQ4A.        the  county  of  Somerset,  and  for  better  Ughting,  deana- 
ingy  and  otherwise  improidng  the  said  town,  and  for 


Thb  Qukkn 


V'  amending  an  act  of  his  present  Majesty  relative  theretof 

Taunton      by  which  it  was  enacted,  (section  1),  "that  it  should  be 


Mabkbt. 


lawful  for  the  trustees  to  treat,  contract,  and  agree  with 
any  person  or  persons  who  should  be  willing  to  sell 
the  same,  for  the  purchase  of  any  messuages,  houses, 
buildings,  gardens  and  other  ground  within  one  thousand 
yards  of  the  site  of  the  said  then  present  market^  and, 
after  purchasing  the  same,  to  appropriate  a  competent 
part  thereof  for  enlarging  the  market  for  the  sale  of 
cattle,  swine,  and  any  other  beasts,  articles,  and  things, 
and  for  any  other  purposes  of  the  said  market ;  and  that, 
from  and  afler  the  said  additional  ground  should  be  so 
set  out  for  the  purposes  of  the  sidd  market,  the  same 
should  be  deemed  and  taken  as  part  of  the  then  present 
market-place  to  all  intents  and  purposes.'' 

It  was  further  enacted,  (section  24),  "  that  the  said 
€^ted  act,  (8  &  9  Greo.  3,  c  xliv),  and  all  and  every  the 
authorities,  powers,  provisions,  regulations,  clauses,  mat- 
ters, and  things  therein  contained,  except  such  of  them  as 
were  thereby  varied,  altered,  or  repealed,  or  as  were  re- 
pugnant to,  or  otherwise  provided  for  by  that  act,  should 
be  in  full  force  and  effect,  and  should  extend  to,  and  be 
practised,  applied,  and  put  in  execution  for  effecting  the 
purposes  of  that  act,  as  fully  and  effectually,  to  all  in- 
tents and  purposes,  as  if  all  such  authorities,  powers, 
provisions,  regulations,  clauses,  matters,  and  things 
therein  contained  were  repeated  and  re-enacted  in  the 
body  of  that  act  with  relation  thereto." 

The  trustees,  under  the  authority  of  the  last  act,  pur- 
chased land  and  buildings  situate  within  the  parish  of 
Bishop's  Hull,  within  one  thousand  yards  of  the  site  of 
the  old  market,  and  within  the  town  of  Taunton,  and 
converted  the  same  into  a  butchery,  or  butchers'  market, 
being  the  premises  in  question. 
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The  trustees  are  occupiers  of  the  premises,  and  collect,         1846. 
by  means  of  their  derk  and  agents,  the  tolls  and  money    thb  Qubsn 
paid  by  those  who  frequent  the  market  in  respect  of  the  -.j^  Trustees  of 

butchery  and  the  stalls  therein.  Taunton 

Ma&kst. 

There  is  a  debt  of  18,000/.  charged  by  way  of  mort- 
gage on  the  tolls  of  the  market,  at  AL  lOs.  per  cent, 
interest,  upon  certain  instruments  or  deeds-poll,  (a  copy 
of  one  of  which  accompanied  the  case).  Some  of  these 
securities  are  held  by  three  of  the  trustees  rated,  and 
the  latest  date  of  any  of  them  ia  1833. 

At  Christmas,  1843,  there  was  a  balance  of  359/L  4^.  ScL 
due  to  the  treasurer  of  the  trustees  upon  the  balance  of 
account,  which  balance  has  been  in  some  years  greater, 
and  in  some  less,  and  has  become  due  by  reason  of  mo- 
nies having  been  from  time  to  time  advanced  by  him  to 
defray  the  current  expenses  of  the  market;  but  the  same 
is  not  charged  by  mortgage  upon  the  tolls  of  the  market. 
The  revenue  of  the  market  is  in  most  years  sufficient  to 
meet  the  annual  expenses  of  the  market,  together  with 
the  interest  of  the  debts  above  mentioned;  but  no  surplus 
has  ever  existed  afler  payment  of  the  said  expenses  and 
interest,  and  no  part  of  the  mortgage  debt  above  men- 
tioned has  yet  been  paid  off. 

Part  of  the  houses  and  buildings  standing  on  so  much 
of  the  site  of  the  market  as  is  in  the  parish  of  Bishop's 
Hull  was,  in  the  year  1817,  rated  to  the  relief  of  the 
poor  of  the  said  parish,  thus : — ^^  Messrs.  Brigdale  &  Co., 
Bank,  I5s.^  The  remaining  part  of  the  said  houses  and 
buildings  was  not  rated  in  the  said  year. 

No  evidence  was  given  of  any  rate  charged  upon  the 
said  premises  in  the  year  1768,  nor  of  the  rateable  value 
of  the  property,  nor  of  any  part  thereof,  nor  of  any  rent 
paid  for  the  same  in  that  year. 

The  two  acts  above  mentioned,  of  8&96eo.3,  cxliv, 
and  57  Geo.  3,  c.  Ixv,  are  to  be  taken  as  forming  part  of 
the  case.  The  rateable  value  of  the  premises  in  question 


Market. 
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1845.        is  oorrecty  supposing  the  trustees  to  be  rateable  far  die 
.j,^]["^^j^    same  accoiding  to  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c,  96. 

9'  At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  trustees  contended, 

Taunton     first,  that  thej  were  not  rateable  at  all,  inasmuch  u 
they  had  no  beneficial  occupation  of  the  property  lated, 
the  tolls  and  monies  arising  therefrom  being  entirdy 
devoted  to  the  purposes  specified  in  the  said  acts  for 
the  regulation  of  the  market  Secondly,  that,  if  rateable 
at  all  in  respect  of  the  said  buildings,  they  were  rateaUiB 
only  in  one  of  the  following  ways :  first,  according  to 
the  share  and  proportion  which  the  land  and  btuldings 
taken  by  them  under  the  act  57  Qeo.  3,  a  bnr,  did  con- 
tribute or  pay,  or  were  charged  with  towards  the  pocN^ 
rate  in  the  year  1768,  according  to  the  rents  of  die  same 
as  they  were  then  rated ;  or,  secondly,  according  to  the 
share  and  proportion  which  the  said  land  and  buildings 
did  contribute  or  pay,  or  were  charged  with  towards 
the  poor-rate  in  the  year  1817,  according  to  the  rents 
of  the  same  as  they  were  then  rated. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  trustees  are 
not  liable  to  be  rated,  or  are  rateable  only  in  the  pro- 
portion which  the  land  and  buildings  taken  by  them 
under  the  said  act  57  Geo.  3,  c  Ixv,  did  contribute  or 
pay,  or  were  charged  with  towards  the  poor-rate  in  the 
year  1768,  according,  to  the  rents  of  the  same  as  they  were 
then  rated,  the  6rder  of  sessions  is  to  be  quashed,  and  the 
rate  amended  by  striking  out  the  names  of  the  trustees. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  trustees 
are  rateable  only  in  the  proportion  which  the  land  and 
buildings  taken  by  them  under  the  sdd  act  57  Greo.  3,  c 
Ixv,  did  contribute  or  pay,  or  were  charged  with  towards 
the  poor-rate  in  the  year  18 17,  according  to  the  rentsof  the 
same  as  they  were  then  rated,  the  rate  is  to  be  amended 
by  substituting  15/.  as  the  rateable  value  of  the  market- 
house  and  buildings,  and  6s\  Sd.  as  the  rate  thereon. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  trustees  are 
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rateable  for  the  said  premises  according  to  the  6  &  7         I845. 
TVllL  4,  c.  96,  the  order  of  sessions  is  to  be  confirmed. 


Thb  Qubbn 

V, 

Moody,  (with  whom  was  Fhinn),  in  support  of  the  '"^^^''^ 
order  of  sessions  (a). — As  there  is  a  return  from  this  MAaimp.  . 
building  which  comes  into  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  a 
revenue  is  produced  for  which  they  are  rateable^  unless 
the  purposes  to  which  it  is  devoted  are  wholly  public 
It  is  not  enough  that  they  are  charitable.  In  Rex  v.  St 
Giles,  York  (&),  a  lunatic  asylum,  supported  partly  by  vo- 
luntary contributions  and  partly  by  payments  from  the 
patients,  was  held  rateable  as  producing. profit,  by  rea- 
son of  those  payments,  though  the  trustees  derived  no 
personal  benefit.  Begina  v.  Sterry  {c)  \a  similar  in  prin- 
ciple. Here  the  trustees  occupy,  and  their  occupation 
i&f  on  account  of  the  tolls  and  other  payments  received 
by  them,  beneficial ;  that  is  the  established  test.  The 
application  of  the  money  is  not  to  public  purposes,  as 
the  ultimate  trust  here  is  to  relieve  another  than  the 
respondent  parish  from  the  charge  of  apprenticing  its 
poor  children ;  such  an  application  of  funds  is  clearly 
for  a  private  purpose.  The  Governors  of  the  Bristol  Poor 
V.  Wait  (rf),  and  Regina  v.  WdUingford  Union  (a),  are 
predsdy  in  point  as  to  this ;  Rex  v.  The  Trustees  of  the 
River  Weaver  Navigation  (f),  and  other  similar  cases,  are 
distinguished,  on  the  groimd  that  there  the  public  only 
were  benefited.  Nor  does  the  fact  of  there  being  at  pre- 
sent no  surplus,  by  reason  of  the  debt,  make  any  differ- 
ence: Regina  v.  The  Blackfriars  Bridge  Company  (g) ; 
where  the  Court  drew  a  distinction  between  such  a  case 
and  that  o{  Regina  v.  TTie  Mayor,  Sfc,  0/ Liverpool  (A),  up- 

(a)  January  I8th  and  22nd,  {d)  5  A.  &  £.  1. 

before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  Pat-  (e)  10  A.  &  £.  259. 

teion,  Coleridge,  and  Wighiman,  (/)  7  B.  &  C.  70,  n. 

Js.  ig)  9  A.  &  £.  828. 

(6)  3  B.  &  Ad.  573.  (A)  Id.  435. 

(c)  12A.&E.  84. 
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1845.        on  the  ground  that  the  latter  was  a  fiind  entirely  Bppnr 
The  Queb      P™*®^  ^  public  purposes,  and  no  private  profit  could  be 
9'  reaped  from  it.  Regina  v.  Exminster  (a)  also  shews,  that, 

Taunton      to  rcUeve  a  parish  from  rates,  there  must  be  an  exdaaoa 
ARMT.      of  all  private  purposes ;  and  there,  too,  the  act  in  ques- 
tion designated  the  purposes  as  public. 

Then,  is  the  25th  section  of  the  first  act  re-enacted 
in  the  24th  section  of  the  second?  The  firamers  of  the 
act  probably  intended  to  re-enact  only  the  compulsoij 
clauses  of  the  former,  or  such  as  were  necessary  for  mak- 
ing and  working  the  market  [  Wightman,  J. — Unless  it 
is  repugnant,  it  is  incorporated.]  It  b  repugnant  to  C(»n- 
mon  sense  and  to  the  intention  of  the  l^islature,  that  the 
principle  of  rating  in  1768  should  have  to  be  ascertained. 
A  similar  question  arose  in  Rex  v.  The  MonmouthMrt 
Canal  Company  (&),  where  Littledak^  J.,  said^  *^  There 
might  have  been  some  doubt  if  the  words  ^  for  the  time 
being '  had  not  been  introduced ;  but  these  words  shew 
that  the  future  value  was  contemplated.  It  is  now 
more  than  forty  years  since  the  act  was  passed,  bow 
could  the  original  value  be  ascertained  forty  years  hencer 
And,  in  Regina  v.  JTie  Leeds  and  Liverpool  Canal  Com- 
pang  (c),  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  says,  "  Nothing  but  the 
pressure  of  the  most  cogent  reasons,  or  the  most  unam- 
biguous language  of  the  act  of  Parliament,  could  induce 
us  to  impose  so  unreasonable  and  impracticable  a  dutj 
on  parish  officers,  as  to  find  the  value  of  property  sixty 
or  seventy  years  ago."  There  is  no  such  cogent  reason 
here,  and  there  is  an  ambiguity,  and  even  repugnancy, 
in  the  language  of  the  statutes,  which  must  be  construed 
most  strongly  against  the  promoters  {d)y  and  so  as  not 
to  infiinge  the  rights  or  lower  the  property  of  other 

(a)  12  A.  &  £.  2.  2  Railw.  Cas.  422 ;  and  the  cftMt 

(b)  3  A.  &  £.  619.  cited  in  BarreU  y.  The  StodtUm 

(c)  7A.  &£.  671.  and  DarUngton  Bailwt^  Com- 

(d)  See   Priestley  v.   Fuuids,     pany.  Id.  443. 
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parties :  Rex  v.  The  Birmngham  Canal  Company  (a) .  1845. 

The  clause,  if  intended  to  re-enact  the  provisions  as  to  thk  Quxkn 

rating,  should  have  been  so  worded  as  to  be  a  notice  to  ^   ^^-  ^      . 

,                     ,  The  Trustees  of 

the  respondent  parish,  who  might  then  have  opposed  it  Taunton 

•       -r\      ^•  MaBKBT. 

in  Parliament. 


Cockbttrnf  (with  whom  were  Kinglahe^  Serjt.,  Carey, 
and  Carraw),  contriL — The  trustees  here  have  a  mere 
ministerial  duty.     They  cannot  divert  the  funds  to  any 
other  than  the  purposes  of  the  act,  which  are  essentially 
public,  and,  therefore,  are  exempt  from  rate.    The  prin- 
ciple is  clearly  laid  down  in  Bex  v.  Terratt  (i),  that,  "  if 
the  party  rated  have  the  use  of  the  building,  or  other 
subject  of  the  rate,  for  the  mere  exercise  of  public  duty 
therein,  and  have  no  beneficial  occupation  of,  or  emolu- 
ment resulting  from  it,  in   any  personal  and  private 
respect,  then  he  is  not  rateable."   Rex  v.  27ie  Commis- 
sioners of  Suiter's  Load  Sluice  (c),  Rex  v.  Liverpool  (</), 
Rex  V.  The  Trustees  of  the  River  Weaver  Navigation  (a), 
and  Rex  v.  The  Commissioners  for  lighting  Beverley  (f) 
are  founded  upon  the  same  principle.      {^Coleridgey  J. — 
They  do  not  dispute  the  principle,  but  they  say,  these 
are  not  public  purposes.]     The  cases  shew  what  may  be 
considered  as  public  purposes.     In  Regina  v.  TTie  Jus- 
tices  of  Worcestershire  (g)y  the  Judges'  lodgings  were  held 
to  be  exempt.    In  Rex  v.  The  Mayor,  8^c,  of  Liverpool  (A), 
property  which  had  been  previously  rated  became  ex- 
empt when  devoted  by  a  statute  to  public,  though  local, 
purposes.     The  property,  in  that  case,  was  within  the 
borough ;  but,  in  Regina  v.  Exminster  ({),  it  was  out  of 
the  borough  and  parish,  yet  the  same  principle  prevailed. 


(a)  2  B.  &  A.  670.  (/)  6  A.  &  E.  645. 

(6)  3  East,  506.  {g)  11  A.  &  £.  57. 

(c)  4  T.  R.  730.  \h)  9  A.  &  E.  436. 

\d)  7  B.  &  C.  61.  (t)  12  A.  &  E.  2. 
(e)  Id.  70,  n. 
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1845.         Reffina  v.  The  Blackfriarw  Bridge   Compamf  (a)  wu  t 
ThTqdbrn    P^^^^  speculation  by  shareholders^  who  occiipied  die 
^   ^^'        .  brid£ce»  and  received  their  interest  out  of  the  tolls. 

TheTnuteesof        ^ 

Taunton  Then,  are  these  public  purposes?     They  are  to  erect 

a  market,  to  pay  the  expenses  incident  thereto,  and  to 
light  the  streets  of  the  town.  These  are  as  much  pub- 
lic piurposes  as  those  of  dock  or  gas  oompaniea.  The 
benefit  of  the  poor  is  but  an  ulterior  object;  at  all 
events,  no  fund  is  at  present  applicable  to  that  piirpoee» 
and  it  is  not  rateable  because  by  possibility  it  may 
some  day  become  sa  This,  however,  is  not  exclusively 
even  a  parish  purpose,  as  the  trustees  are  not  compdled 
to  select  the  objects  of  their  bounty  from  paupers,  ind 
the  education  of  the  poor  is  no  part  of  the  duty  of  the 
parish.  Rex  v.  Waldo  (b)  shews  that  an  alms-hoaw 
wholly  occupied  by  objects  of  charity  and  th^  attend- 
ants is  not  an  object  of  taxation  under  the  poor-laws, 
and  is  confirmed  by  Rex  v.  WUsan  (c).  Rex  ▼.  8terTy{i) 
turned  much  on  the  payment  of  \2L  by  the  children. 
The  benefit  of  the  parish  of  Taunton  here  is  as  much 
a  public  purpose  as  the  application  of  the  surplus  of  the 
corporate  funds  by  6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76 :  Regina  v.  Th 
May  or y  ^c,  of  Liverpool  {e). 

In  the  cases  of  TTie  Governors  of  the  Bristol  Poor  v. 
fVait  (/)  and  Regina  v.  WaUingford  Union  (g\  the  par- 
ties were  bound  to  find  a  workhouse  somewhere  f  there- 
fore, by  building  it  out  of  the  parish,  they  benefited 
themselves  pro  tanto.  Rex  v.  SL  Giles,  York  (A),  was  a 
case  of  a  voluntary  association  and  a  profit.  This  pro- 
perty, if  rateable  at  all,  is  only  liable  as  in  1768 ;  and, 
though  the  clause  of  the  act  of  Parliament  may  be  am- 
biguous, the  Court,  if  possible,  will  presume  the  l^isla- 

(a)  9  A.  &  £.  828.  («)  9  A.  &  £.  435. 

(b)  Cald.  358.  (/)  5  A.  &  £.  1. 

(c)  12  A.  &  £.  94.  iff)  10  A.  &  £.  259. 

(d)  Id.  84.  {h)  3  B.  &  Ad.  573. 


Mabkbt. 
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ture  right.    Rex  v.  77ie  Birmingham  Canal  Compony  (a)         i845. 
turned  upon  the  difficulty  of  ascertaining  the  value  of    t^Tq^n 
land  in  former  years ;  but  that  is  not  necessary  here,  as  •• 

the  parish  books,  which,  by  17  Geo.  2,  c  38,  s.  13,  must  Taunton 
be  kept  for  public  perusal,  will  ^ve  the  amount  of  the 
rate  in  that  year.  A  similar  legislative  enactment  is  to 
be  found  in  the  9  Geo.  4,  c  40,  s.  29,  which  proviides 
for  the  amount  of  rate  to  be  paid  in  future  for  land  to 
be  taken  for  a  lunatic  asylum. 

Moody ^  in  reply. — If  it  be  said  that  this  case  comes 

within  the  principle  of  the  cases  upon  the  Municipal 

Corporation  Act,  so  would  those  of  Tht  Governor  of  the 

Bristol  Poor  v.   Wait  (b)  and  Regina  v.    WalUngford 

Union  (c);  but  the  last  case  \s  later  than  Regina  v.  The 

Mayor,  8fc.  of  Liverpool  {d),  and,  therefore,  the  principle 

of  it  must  be  still  law.     The  idtimate  trusts  here  are 

as  private  as  they  were  in  that  case^  and  partial  relief  of 

a  parish  is  even  more  private  than  general  relief.     The 

real  test  is,  that  the  trustees  raise  a  revenue.     The  9 

Geo.  4,  c  40,  s.  9,  as  to  limatic  asylums,  fixes  the  future 

rates  at  th^  value  of  the  land  when  taken. — ^[As  to  the 

construction  of  the  statute,  he  cited  Bernard  v.  The 

Bishop  of  Winchester  {ey\      [Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I 

thought  that  Lofit,  by  general  consent,  was  not  to  be 

cited.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — One  point  to  be  decided  in  this  case  is, 
whether  a  clause  in  the  9  Geo.  3,  c.  xliv,  is  to  be  con- 
mdered  as  re-enacted  by,  and  introduced  into  the  57 
Geo.  3,  c.  Ixv;  and,  if  that  should  be  determined  in  the 

(a)  2  B.  &  A.  570.  (<l)  9  A  &  E.  435. 

(6)  5  A.  &  E.  1.  (f)Loffl,  401. 

(c)  10  A.  &E.  259. 
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1845.        afErmative,  it  will  not  only  settle  the  question  of  nte- 

Thb  Qumbn    ftb^^79  ^  l&rgely  discussed  at  the  bar,  but  will  also  de- 

Th  t/       of  ^^^°^'^  ^^  principle  on  which  the  rating  is  to  proceed. 

Taunton     It  will  be  Convenient,  therefore,  to  consider  that  qnes- 

tion  first. 

The  latter  act  provides,  that  all  clauses  in  the  fonner 
which  are  not  by  the  latter  varied,  altered,  or  repealed, 
nor  repugnant  to,  nor  otherwise  provided  for  by  it,  doll 
be  in  full  force  and  effect,  and  shall  extend  to,  and  be  ap- 
plied for  effecting  the  purposes  of  the  latter,  as  fully  as  if 
they  had  been  repeated  and  re-enacted  in  the  body  of  the 
latter  with  relation  thereto.    Except,  therefore,  in  the 
excepted  cases,  the  clauses  of  the  former  act  not  onfy 
remain  in  force,  but  are  extended  and  applied  to  carry- 
ing the  latter  into  effect  as  fully  as  if  expressly  repeated 
in  it.     The  clause  in  question  does  not  fall  within  any 
of  the  exceptions,  unless  it  is  repugnant  to  something  in 
the  latter  statute, *and  it  is  difficult  to  contend  this;  it 
relates  to  the  rating  of  property  taken  under  the  powen 
of  the  act  in  which  it  is  found.   But  in  the  latter  statote 
there  is  no  rating  clause  inserted  in  any  form  firom 
which  it  can  be  directlv  inferred  that  the  trustees  are 
not  to  be  rateable  at  alL   And  there  can,  therefore,  be  no 
repugnance  between  the  two  statutes  in  this  respect  in 
any  strict  sense  of  the  term.    Nor  does  it  amoimt  to 
repugnance,  that  there  may  be  some  difficulty  in  the 
application,  or  some  inconvenience  and  hardship  result- 
ing to  the  respondent  parish  from  its  being  so  applied, 
although  these  considerations  will  have  their  weight  in 
the  argument  that  it  was  never  intended  to  be  so  ap- 
plied.    This  remark,  however,  does  not  entirely  con- 
clude the  matter.      Upon  general  principles  and  au- 
thority, it  may  be  still  open  to  the  respondents  to  con- 
tend, that,  large  as  those  words  are,  and  the  excep- 
tion being  excluded,  still  the  clause  in  question  is  not 
within  the  operation  of  the  re-enacting  clause. 
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The  clause  itself  is  of  a  siDgular  kind.    Passing  over        i845. 
some  minor  difficulties  which  the  language  might  present,    thTqumn 
it  proiddes,  that  the  property  to  be  vested  in  trustees  ^    ^^' 

*  r     r      /  The  Trustees  of 

under  the  act  shall  for  ever  pay  the  same  share  or  pro-      Taunton 
portion  towards  the  land-tax,   church  and  poor-rate, 
which  it  paid  in  1768,  according  to  the  rents  of  the 
same  as  it  was  then  rated.    In  terms,  this  fixes,  not  the 
amount  of  the  assessment,  but  the  share  and  proportion 
which  it  is  to  contribute  and  pay  towards  the  general 
rate ;  and  this  \a  neither  an  unusual,  nor  an  inequitable 
provision.     The  land  was  about  to  be  devoted  to  pur- 
poses, which,  it  was  conceived,  would  be  greatly  bene- 
ficial to  the  parish ;   and  if  its  own  value  should  be 
thereby  increased  beyond  that  of  the  surrounding  pro- 
perty, as,  in  consideration  of  that  benefit,  the  former 
proportion  in  rating  it  was  still  to  be  preserved,  the 
occupiers  generally  must  be  taken  to  have  agreed,  that 
the  then  existing  proportion  was  a  fair  one  in  the  then 
state  of  things,  and  to  agree  to  its  continuing  for  ever 
mider  any  alterations  which  the  statute  might  occasion : 
still  it  is  obvious,  that  the  provision  is  in  its  nature  of 
a  special  and  limited  kind,  and  difficult  to  extend  in  its 
application  beyond  the  time  and  place ;  for  what  was 
fair  with  reference  to  the  same  parish,  and  at  the  time 
of  the  act  passing,  may  be  most  unjust  when  applied  in 
another  parish  fifly  years  later,  as  some  change  of  circum- 
stances may,  and  in  the  present  case  must  unquestion- 
ably prevent  its  application  with  any  tolerable  accuracy. 
Who  can  now  tell  whether  the  land  taken  by  the  trus- 
tees in  the  year  1817  was  fairly  rated  in  the  year  1768  ? 
Who  can  tell,  or  how  can  it  be  ascertained,  what  was  the 
amount  of  the  assessment  on  it  then,  or  what  proportion 
it  bore  to  the  general  rate  on  the  parish  ?     See  the  ob- 
servations of  the  Judges  on  a  similar  clause  in  Rex  v. 
TTieManmautkshire  Canal  Company  {a).  These  considera- 

(a)  3  A.  &  £.  619. 
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1846.        tions  make  it  almost  impossible  to  suppose  that  die 

S    A    ^     framers  of  the  latter  statute  intended  to  incorporate  the 

V'  clause  in  its  terms.     They  probably,  intended  to  do  die 

Tauntom     same  with  regard  to  the  rates  of  1817  as  the  fonner  act 

^^**"-      had  done  with  r^ard  to  those  of  1768 ;  but  there  aie  no 

words  sufficient  to  carry  into  effect  this  intention. 

It  is  a  sound  rule  of  construction,  laid  down  in  2  Inst. 
287,  applicable  to  modem  as  well  as  to  andent  statntei^ 
(periiaps  more  so,  of  necessity,  in  oonsequenoe  of  the 
looseness  of  expression  which  now  prevuls),  that,  in  the 
construction  of  general  references  in  acts  of  Parliament, 
such  references  only  must  be  made  as  will  stand  with 
reason  and  with  right ;  and,  when  a  provision  is  in  its 
original  and  natural  application  limited  in  respect  to  time 
and  place,  it  is  to  give  to  general  words  of  incorporatioD 
a  meaning  contrary  to  reason,  and  it  may  be  (as  it  is  in 
this  case)  contrary  to  right,  to  hold  that  they  apply  to  it 
There  is  an  authority  for  a  more  restrained  rule  in  Ba 
'  y.  Hie  Justices  of  Surrey  (a\  not  cited  in  the  argument 
The  question  was,  whether  an  appeal  lay  against  a  oon- 
^  yiction  by  two  justices  under  25  Geo.  3,  c  72,  a.  9 ;  and 
that  depended  on  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the 
33rd  section  of  the  act,  which,  in  the  largest  terms,  in- 
corporated all  the  clauses,  matters,  and  things  proyided 
by  the  12  Car.  2,  c  24,  "or  any  law  now  in  force  for 
jud^ng  of  or  ascertaining  the  duties  or  penalties  there- 
by granted."  There  is  no  doubt  the  words  were  laige 
enough  to  incorporate  a  former  appeal  clause ;  but,  wpoxk 
a  reyiew  of  all  the  statute,  the  Court  thought  it  was 
not  intended  to  give  an  appeal  against  the  decision  of 
the  two  justices;  and,  in  delivering  his  judgment^ 
Ashhursty  J.,  laid  down  something  like  a  general  rule. 
He  said,  "  The  fair  construction  of  a  clause  of  reference 
seems  to  be  this :  that  all  the  general  powers  and  provi- 
sions given  and  made  in  acts  in  pari  materia  shall  be 

(a)  2  T.  R.  504. 
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virtually  incorporated  into  this,  but  that  such  provinons         1845. 
as  are  always  considered  as  special  provisions  shall  not.    xhTqumm 
The  power  of  appealing  from  the  judgment  of  the  jus-  ^' 

tices  seems  to  be  of  this  kind,  and  does  not  attach  with-  Taunton 
out  being  expressly  pven."  This  is  certainly  a  much 
more  special  provision,  as  it  appeared  in  the  earlier  act, 
and  one  which  it  was  more  unreasonable  to  apply  gene- 
rally ;  and  we  think,  therefore,  that  we  are  justified  in 
putting  such  a  limitation  on  the  very  general  words'of 
the  clause  of  reference  as  diall  prevent  them  from  ap- 
plying to  this  provision. 

It  becomes,  therefore^  necessary  to  consider  the  ge- 
neral question  of  the  rateability  of  the  land,  and  this, 
although  largely  debated  at  the  bar,  does  not  require 
a  very  long  discussion,  for  the  principles  upon  which 
it  is  to  be  determined  are  well  settled.  Whatever 
difficulty  exists  in  coming  to  a  conclusion  turns  upon 
the  application  of  the  facts ;  and  in  this  case  we  think 
there  are  one  or  two  circumstances  of  a  decisive  cha- 
racter. The  principles  are  these:— To  make  rateability, 
there  must  be  an  occupation  beneficial  in  its  nature,  that 
is,  of  a  subject-matter  producing  a  valuable  return, 
although  not  necessarily  profitable  in  any  given  year 
6h  a  balance-sheet  of  profit  and  loss.  When  such  an 
occupation  is  established,  the  occupier  is  rateable  in 
respect  of  it,  unless  he  is  merely  a  trustee  for  the  public, 
receiving  no  individual  benefit,  except  in  common  with 
and  as  one  of  the  public.  In  such  a  case  the  law  does  not 
regard  him  as  occupier,  but  the  public,  whom  he  repre- 
sents. These  principles  are  so  well  settled,  that  it  is 
unnecessary  to  cite  the  authorities  which  have  established 
them ;  and  they  are  unambiguous  and  certain  in  their 
application,  except  for  one  question,  and  that  is,  what  is 
the  meaning  of  the  word  "  public*^?  Upon  this,  as  might 
be  expected,  the  cases  are  many,  and  the  dividing  line 
not  always  easy  to  be  observed.     On  the  one  hand,  the 
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1845.  trustees  of  dock  estates,  who  receive  large  rates  tud 
Tbi  Qubbn  ^^^^  wholly  applicable  to  the  constmctioii  and  nnm- 
».  ^^'  .  tenance  of  docks  and  basins  in  a  ereat  public  harbour, 
Taunton  according  to  the  case  of  Rex  y.  Liverpool  (a) — ^the  trus- 
tees of  a  river  navigation,  where  all  the  surplus  of  ^ 
rates  and  duties,  after  makirig  and  maintenance,  wu 
applicable  only  to  the  repairs  of  the  public  bridges  of 
the  county,  and  such  other  charges  as  the  magistrates  in 
quarter  sessions  should  order,  as  in  Tier  v.  7%«  Trusteet  of 
the  River  Weaver  Navigation  (&) — ^the  municipal  coipori- 
tion  of  a  borough,  receiving  town  and  anchorage  does 
payable  to  the  treasurer,  and  applicable  under  the  5  &  6 
WilL  4,  c.  76,  to  certain  specified  public  purposes^  widi 
a  provision,  as  to  any  surplus,  that  it  should  be  appliec^ 
under  the  direction  of  the  town-council,  for  the  public 
benefit  of  the  inhabitants,  and  the  improvement  of  the 
borough,  as  in  the  case  of  Regina  v.  The  Mayor,  ifc.  of 
Liverpool  {c) — these  have  been  held  not  rateable ;  and  it 
was  considered  to  be  no  ground  for  distinction  from  the 
last  of  the  decisions,  that  the  property  in  respect  of 
which  the  rate  was  imposed  was  locally  situate  in  a  par- 
ish out  of  the  borough,  as  in  Regina  v.  £xminster  {d). 
On  the  other  hand,  the  governors  of  the  poor  of  the 
city  of  Bristol,  occupying  land  in  a  parish  out  of  the 
city,  and  there  lod^ng  and  employing  their  paupers  {e) ; 
and  the  guardians  of  a  union  comprising  many  parishes, 
who  built  and  occupied  a  workhouse  in  one  of  them,  in 
which  were  lodged  and  employed  the  paupers  of  all  the 
parishes,  (Regina  v.  WaUingford  Union  (/)  ),  were  held 
respectively  liable  for  their  occupation:  and  the  latter 
case  was  considered  not  distinguishable  from  the  former 
by  the  circumstance,  that  the  land  was  in  one  of  the 
parishes  composing  the  union*     It  is  unnecessary  to  ad- 

(fl)  7  B.  &  C.  61.  <rf)  12  A.  &  E.  2. 

(6)  Id.  70,  n.  (e)  5  A.  &  £.  1. 

Ic)  9  A.  &  E.  435.  (/)  10  A.  &  E.  259. 
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vert  to  more  caees ;  our  business  now  is  rather  to  see        i845. 
within  which  class  the  facts  of  this  case  brum  it,  than  to      "     "     " 

,       .  ^   ^  The  Qukbk 

justify  the  distinotions  taken  between  them.     At  the  v. 

same  time,  we  may  remark,  that,  in  all  the  first  class,  the  taunton  ^ 
public,  as  such,  unlimited  by  the  bounds  of  the  county,  Market. 
borough,  or  parish,  had  a  substantial  and  direct  interest 
in  the  benefit  which  the  application  of  the  fund  pro- 
duced. In  the  latter,  the  rate-payers,  or,  at  most,  the 
inhabitants  of  certain  parishes,  were  alone  concerned  in 
the  benefit,  direct  or  indirect. 

It  seems  to  us  clear,  that  the  facts  here  fall  within  the 
latter  class.  It  appears,  that  the  proceeds  of  the  pro- 
perty occupied  are  applicable,  after  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase-money, the  expense  of  the  market  and  the  light- 
ing certain  streets,  as  an  estate  to  the  use  and  benefit 
of  the  parish  of  St  Mary  Magdalene,  in  the  town  of 
Taunton,  and  that  the  mode  of  benefiting  it  is  to  be  by 
clothing,  educating,  and  placing  out  as  apprentices  the 
children  of  the  poor  inhabitants.  Whether  the  term 
*'  poor  inhabitants  "  is  limited  to  such  as  receive  relief,  or 
not,  we  are  unable  to  distinguish  this,  in  principle,  from 
TTie  Governors  of  the  Bristol  Poor  v.  Wait  (a).  To  the 
public,  properly  so  called,  it  matters  not  by  whom  the 
poor  children  of  this  parish  are  clothed,  educated,  and 
apprenticed ;  that  they  should  receive  anything  beyond 
what  the  parish  poor-rate  is  bound  to  afford  them,  con- 
cerns the  public  so  indirectly,  that  its  interest  cannot  be 
considered  as  tangible  and  substantial  enough  to  be  re- 
garded at  all  in  this  question. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the  order  of  ses- 
sions should  be  confirmed.  As  in  Regina  v.  WaUingford 
Union  (ft),  so,  here,  we  think  it  unnecessary  to  make 
any  observations  on  the  intermediate  cases  of  property 

(a)  5  A.  &  E.  1.  (6)  10  A.  &  E.  259. 
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1845.        Yoluntarily  appropriated  to  religiouB  and  charitable  por^ 

The  Quben    V^^^^  >  ^^^  ^^  decide  this  case,  as  we  did  that,  on  die 

^-  ground  of  this  property  being  beneficially  occupied,  and 

Taunton      not  devoted  to  a  public  purpose,  and  so  the  oocupien 

^""^'      are  subject  in  respect  of  it  to  the  poor-rate.     The  order 

of  sessions  will,  therefore,  be  confirmed. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 
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Ekin  and  Another  v.  Flay.  jprU  22nd. 

iVSSUMPSIT,  for  6/.  16^.,  money  had  and  received.  BTalocalturn- 
Plea,  non  assumpeit.     After  issue  joined,  under  an  order  J  ^^  ./gx ' 
of  Coleridgey  J.,  the  facts  of  the  case  were,  by  consent,  *olli  mc  made 
turned  into  a  special  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  nones.    By 

i_  X     ^  n  /»  II  fection  11  itii 

substantially  as  toUows : —  provided  that, 

An  act  of  Parliament  was  passed  (4  Vict  c  xx)  (a),  l^eSmStc" 

provided  to  the 
ooDtrary/'  only  one  fbll  toU  shall  be  payable  for  horses  passing  and  repassing  once  in  the 
same  day.  By  section  12,  *'  all  hoi%es  &c.,  except  horses  or  cattle  drawing  any  stage-coach, 
waggon,  or  other  stage  carriage,"  returning  the  same  day,  shall,  on  the  production  of  a  ticket 
denoting  payment,  pass  toll  free.  By  section  13,  no  horse  which  shall  have  paid  the  toll 
once,  s^dl  be  permitted  to  return  toll  free  when  drawing  **  another  or  different  waggon, 
wain,  cart,  or  other  such  carriage."  By  section  14,  horses  drawing  any  post-chaise,  or 
other  carriage  travelling  for  hire,  shall  pay  as  often  as  a  new  hiring  t^es  pla^.  Section 
15  provides  that  no  additional  toll  shall  be  payable  in  respect  of  any  stage-coach  which  shall 
be  freed  by  such  ticket  on  account  only  of  their  conveying  other  passengers,  or  of  the 
horses  or  cattle  drawing  the  same  having  been  changed. 

Heldt  that  in  respect  of  the  same  horses  passing  through  the  toll-gate  with  a  stage-coach, 
and  returning  the  same  day  with  a  different  stage-coach  and  paisengers,  only  a  single  toll 
for  each  horse  waa  payable,  the  horses  and  both  coaches  belonging  to  the  same  proprietor. 

(a)  The  following  sections  of  roads,  the  following  tolls,  (that  is 

the  statute  were  relied  upon  on  to  say), 
the  argument  of  the  case : —  "  For  every  horse  or  other  beast 

Sect.  8.  ''  And  be  it  enacted,  or  cattle,  (except  asses),  drawing 
that  from  and  after  12  o'clock  any  coach,  stage-coach,  berlin, 
at  noon,  on  the  said  first  day  of  landau,  chariot,  chaise,  chair,  cur- 
June,  1841,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  ricle,  calash,  hearse,  litter,  or 
the  said  trustees  to  demand  and  other  such  carriage,  the  sum  of 
take,  at  the  sevend  and  respect-  Bd**  (reduced  by  the  trustees  to 
vre  toll-gates,  or  toll-bars,  which  4J.  under  s.  9.) 
shall,  by  virtue  of  this  act,  be  '*  For  every  horse  &c.  drawing 
upon  or  on  the  sides  of  the  said  any  waggon,  wain,  cart,  caravan, 

TOL.  I.  R  R  N.  S.  C. 
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1845.  for  maintainmg  certwi  roads  in  the  county  of  Cam- 
bridge, to  be  called  ^^  The  Stumpcross  Boads."  Certain 
tolls,  authorised  bj  this  act,  are  collected  at  the  toll- 
gate  called  Demford  gate,  on  one  of  the  said  roads.  The 


or  other  such  like  carriage,  ibe  or  different  waggon,  wain,  cart, 
sum  of  Qd,f  7^d,,  or  9<^.,  accord-  or  other  such  carriage,  diall  be 
ing  to  the  breadth  of  the  fellies."  permitted  to  repass  tlurough  sodi 
Sect.  11.  ''  And  be  it  enacted,  toll-gate,  or  toll-bar,  on  the  nune 
that  (except  as  hereinafter  pro-  day,  without  again  paying  ti^  if 
vided  to  the  contrary)  no  more  in  so  repassing  such  horse,  besst, 
than  one  full  toll  shall  be  taken  or  cattle  shall  go  or  trayel  npoo 
for  passing  and  repassing  once  the  said  roads  for  the  distance  of 
only  in  the  same  day  (to  be  com-  two  miles  or  more." 
puted  from  12  of  the  clock  at  Sect  14.  <' That  the  tolls  here- 
night  to  12  of  the  clock  in  the  by  made  payable  ahall  be  psid 
next  succeeding  night)  with  the  for  all  horses  or  cattle  drawiqg 
same    horses,  beasts,   cattle,    or  any  post-chaise  or  other  canii^ 
other  animal  or  thing  liable  to  travelling  for  hire,  as  often  as  ■ 
toll  or  duty,  through  all  or  any  of  new  hiring  shall   take  place,  in 
the  toll-gates  erected,   or  to  be  the  same  manner  as  if  no  pRfi- 
erected,  or  continued  on  the  said  ous  payment  of  toll,  in  re^ieet  of 
roads."  such  horses  or  cattle,  had  been 

Sect.   12.    **  That  all  horses,  made  on  the  same  daju" 

beasts,  and  cattle,  (except  horses  Sect.  15.  *<  That  all  horses  and 

or  cattle  drawing  any  stage-coach,  cattle  drawing  anj  st^e-eoacb, 

waggon,  or  other  stage-carriage,  waggon,  or  other  atage  cairi^c^ 

as  hereinafter  mentioned),  in  re-  conveying  passengers  or  goods  lor 

spect  whereof  the  toll  hereby  au-  hire  or  reward,  and  any  carri;^ 

thorized  to  be  taken  shall  have  propelled  or  drawn  by  ■♦t ?"  or 

been  paid  at  any  toll-gate  or  toll-  any  other   power    than  amaMl 

bar  on  any  of  the  said  roads,  or  power,  in  respect  whereof  the  toll 

on  the  sides  thereof,  shall,  upon  hereby  authorized   to  be  taken 

a  ticket  denoting  such  payment  shall  have  been  paid  at  any  toD- 

being  produced,  be  permitted,  in  gate  or  bar,  shall,  upon  a  titkcl 

returning  through  the  same  toll-  denoting   such    payment  }mag 

gate  or  toll-bar,  and  in  going  and  produced,  be  permitted  to  pes 

returning    through    such    other  once  toll-free  on  the  same  di^ 

gate  or  bar  (if  any)  as  the  ticket  through  any  other  gate  or  hit 

for  such  payment  shall  free,  to  which  such  ticket  would  fres  ia 

pass  toll-free  the  same  day."  the  case  of  hones  or  cattle  dbsv- 

Sect.  13. ''That  no  horse,  beast,  ing  any  other  carriage^  aod  as 
or  cattle,  for  which  toll  shall  have  further  or  additional  toll  shall  bs 
been  paid  at  any  of  the  said  toll-  payable  in  respect  of  any  stage- 
gates  or  toll-bars,  drawing  another  coach  or  other  aueh  carriage  ss 
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defendant  Is  the  lessee  of  the  tolls  under  the  aet.  The  ]84^. 
plaintiff  are  the  proprietors  of  two  stage-coaches,  each 
drawn  by  four  horses,  traveUing  from  Cambridge  to 
Xiondon«  Every  day  in  the  week,  Sunday  excepted, 
one  coach  leaves  London  and  arrives  at  Cambridge,  and 
the  other  leaves  Cambridge  and  arrives  in  London. 
lEach  coach,  therefore,  passes  through  the  Demford 
gate  once  every  day,  but  the  same  horses  which  take 
the  coach  on  its  way  to  London,  bring  back  the 
coach  coming  from  London  to  Cambridge,  and  so  pass 
through  the  gate  twice  every  day.  The  defendant 
dfumed  a  toll  of  4d.  for  each  horse  for  every  time  it 
passed  through  the  toll-gate,  amounting  to  132.  12^.,  for 
103  days.  The  plaintiffs  contend,  that  a  single  toll 
only  of  4(21  per  day  for  each  horse  is  payable  imder  the 
said  act,  and  that  the  same  horses  returning  with  a 
different  coach  are  exempt  from  a  second  toll.  They, 
however,  paid  the  whole  sum  claimed,  but  imder  such 
circumstances  as  would  enable  them  to  bring  this  action 
for  a  moiety  of  the  sum  paid,  in  the  event  of  the  Court 
being  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  liable  to  a 
eeoond  toll  on  the  return  of  the  same  horses  with  a 
different  coacL 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  act  of  Parliament,  one 
toll  only  of  4d.  for  each  horse  on  each  of  the  said  days 
respectively  is  due ;  in  which  case  a  verdict  shall  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiffs  by  confession,  for  the  sum  of 
6/.  16^.,  and  costs  of  suit.  But  if  the  Court  shall  be  of 
opinion  that  two  tolls  of  4(L  for  each  horse  on  each  of 
the  said  days  respectively  are  due,  then  a  verdict  shall 

aforesaid  at  any  toll-gate  or  bar,  ing  other  passengers,  or  of  the 

the  payment  at  which  shall  be  horses  or  cattle  drawing  the  same 

Ireed  by  such  ticket  as  aforesaid,  having  been  changed. 
cm  account  only  of  their  convey- 

R  r2 
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1846.        be  entered  for  the  defendant,  or  othennBe  as  the  Coort 
shall  direct. 

Gnnninff,  (with  whom  was  B.  Andrews),  for  the  phin- 
tiffs. — Bj  the  8th  section,  the  toll  is  imposed  on  the 
horses  drawing,  and  not  on  the  yehide  drawn.  The 
11th  section  directs,  that  '^  except  as  herdnafter  pro- 
yided  to  the  contrary,''  no  more  than  one  fiill  toll  shall 
be  taken  for  passing  and  repassing  once  in  the  same 
day  with  the  same  horses.  The  1 3th  section  profesMS 
to  furnish  an  exception,  but  it  only  refers  to  *'  waggon, 
wain,  cart,  or  other  such  carriage,"  and  those  terms  will 
not  include  a  stage-coach,  Sandiman  y.  Breaeh{a\  Begim 
T.  Ruscoe{h).  The  14th  section  mentions  horses  diaw- 
ing  a  '^  post-chaise,  or  other  carriage  trayelling  for  hire," 
in  respect  of  which  a  second  toll  may  be  pa3rable;  but 
horses  drawing  a  stage-coach  are  not  included  in  toch 
words,  WiUiams  y.  Sangar  (c).  The  12th  section  does 
not  render  the  plaintiffs  liable,  for  it  excepts  from  the 
operation  of  that  particular  enactment  '^  horses  or  cattle 
drawing  any  stage-coach,  waggon,  or  other  stage-car- 
riage as  hereinafter  mentioned."  The  15th  section 
obyiates  any  difficulty  that  might  haye  been  suggested 
by  a  change  of  passengers  or  horses.  The  circumstance 
of  the  same  horses  returning  through  the  gate  with  a 
different  carriage  and  different  passengers,  does  not  make 
any  difference,  Norris  y.  Poate  (d),  Feamley  y.  Morley{e), 
Nihlett  y.  Pottaw  (/),  Hopkins  y.  Thorogood  (y).  In 
Gildart  y.  Gladstone  (A),  where  the  question  was,  what 
dock  duties  were  payable  under  a  particular  act  of  Par- 
liament, Lord  EUenboroughy  C.  J.,   said,   that  if  the 

(o)  7  B.  &  C.  96.  (f )  5  B.  &  C.  25. 

\h)  8  A.  &  E.  386.  (/)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  81. 

(c)  10  East,  m.  (^)  2  B.  &  Ad.  916. 

\d)  3  Bing.  41.  (A)  11  East,  675. 


£kin 


Flat. 
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words  would  fairly  admit  of  different  meanings,   it         1345^ 
would  be  right  to  adopt  that  which  would  be  most 
favourable  to  the  interests  of  the  public,  and  most        _  v. 
against  that  of  the  company. 

Peacochy  for  the  defendant. — The  case  of  Hopkins  v. 
Thorogood  (a),  is  distinguishable,  because  there  the  ex- 
emption was  doubtfuL  The  plaintiffs  are  clearly  within 
the  enacting  clause ;  then  do  they  come  within  the  ex- 
empting clause?  The  11th  section,  by  itself,  would 
exempt  them;  but  the  11th  and  12th  sections  must  be 
taken  in  conjunction,  as  if  they  formed  one  enactment. 
Taking  the  two  sections  together,  it  is  plain  that  stage- 
coaches are  excepted  from  the  11th  clause.  If  the  con- 
struction contended  for  on  the  other  side  be  correct,  the 
15th  section  would  be  wholly  useless.  It  never  was  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  to  exempt  horses  belonging 
to  a  stage-coach  returning  with  different  passengers, 
paying  different  fares. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  think  that  the  11th  section 
allowed  the  horses  of  the  plaintiffs  to  pass  and  repass  on 
the  same  day,  on  the  payment  of  one  toll.  It  would 
have  been  very  easy  to  have  excepted  stage-coaches 
from  the  operation  of  that  section ;  but  the  question  is, 
whether  the  legislature  has  done  so.  Undoubtedly,  the 
words  ^^  except  as  hereinafter  provided  to  the  contrary  " 
are  in  the  11th  section;  but  then,  has  any  provision  to 
the  contrary  been  thereinafter  made,  as  respects  stage- 
coaches? I  do  not  think  that  there  has.  What  is  said 
in  the  12th  section  about  any  ^^stage-coach,  waggon,  or 
other  stage-carriage,'*  might  arise  from  the  fact,  that 
stage-coaches  are  so  well  known  that  they  may  pass 
and  re-pass  without  a  ticket.     The  15th  section  does 

(o)  2  a  &  Ad.  916. 
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1845.  not  seem  to  me  to  be  necessary  at  all ;  but  it  was 
suggested  that  a  difficulty  might  arise  if  the  paasengen 
were  changed^  and  that  the  clause  was  introduced  to 
entitle  the  horses  to  pass  free  on  the  production  of  a 
ticket  denoting  payment  by  the  person  attending  them. 
I  think  that  the  11th  section  has  been  left  to  have  the 
full  operation  intended,  and  therefore,  that  the  jdaintifi 
must  succeed. 

Patteson,  J. —I  cannot  find  any  proYision  in  ilie 
act  contrary  to  that  in  the  11th  section  which  can  be 
held  to  relate  to  stage-coaches.  I  think  I  can  see  where 
the  blunder  has  been  conmiitted.  By  the  13  th  sectioo 
it  was  intended  to  provide,  that  horses  returning  wiA  a 
different  stage-coach  should  pay  an  additional  toll ;  but 
then  the  legislature  has'  not  sud  so,  a  stage-coach  not 
being  ^^  a  waggon,  wain,  cart,  or  other  such  carriage." 

Williams,  J. — ^It  is  quite  clear  that  the  lltfa  sec- 
tion is  of  itself  strong  enough  to  establish  the  case  for 
the  plaintiffs,  that  for  stage-coaches  but  one  full  tdl 
shall  be  taken  for  passing  and  re-passing  once  (m  the 
same  day  with  the  same  horses.  If  the  intention  had 
been  otherwise,  I  think  that  in  an  act  so  full  of  excep- 
tions, one  would  have  been  put  in  to  that  effect. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — There  is  certainly  some  confusion 
introduced  into  these  different  clauses  in  the  act;  hot 
the  proper  construction  is,  I  tiiink,  the  one  put  upon  it 
by  the  plaintiffs. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintifi. 
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Thb  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Orton.  April  23rrf. 

xJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  Lancas-  A  justice  has 
ter,  dated  6th  Julj^  1843,  for  the  removal  of  Robert  issue  •  sum- 
PickthaU,  his  wife  and  fanuly,  from  the  township  of  Bur-  ^^^^  "^^^^ 
row  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  to  the  parish  of  Orton  of  a  parish  to 

^  '  ^  produce  the 

in  the  county  of  Westmoreland,  the  sessions  confirmed  rate  books  at 
the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  a  case,  folr  Uie^w^' 
The  material  part  of  the  examinations  on  which  the  P^"f  ®^  paving 

^  that  a  pauper 

order  was  made  was  as  follows: —  has  been  as- 

sessed to  the 

**  Robert  Pickthall,  the  pauper,  said :  *  Six  years  ago  V^^\  ^^^  *^ 
(1837)  I  took  of  the  Reverend  Mr.  Saurey,  of  Stain-  a  summons  on 
more,  a  farm  situate  in  the  parish  of  Orton,  called  Rais-  ^yi  not  author- 
gill  Hall,  for  the  term  of  four  years,  at  the  rent  of  36i  '?*„*^f  [^Pj. 
per  annum.     I  occupied  and  resided  upon  the  same,  ary  evidence  of 
imder  the  said  taking,  from  Whitsuntide,  1837,  for  the  the  rate  books, 
foiu*  years  then  next  ensuing,  and  paid  the  whole  rent 
for  the  same  and  all  poor  rates  for  the  said  term.'  " 

**  John  Tenant  said :  *  At  the  request  of  the  overseers 

of  Burrow,  I  served,  on  Thursday  last,  a  smnmons,  of 

which  the  following  is  a  copy,  on  James  Ellwood,  one 

of  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Orton.    He 

admitted  that  Robert  PickthaU,  the  pauper,  belonged  to 

their  parish ;  he  talked  about  appearing  here  to-day,  in 

pursuance  of  the  said  summons,  but  I  have  not  seen 

him.     I  saw  the  pauper's  name  in  the  Orton  poor  rate 

book  for  the  year  1840  in  respect  of  the  Raisgill  Hall 

estate." 

(Summons.) 

'*  To  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Or- 
ton, in  the  county  of  Westmoreland. 

**  County  of  Lancaster. — You  are  hereby,  in  her  Ma- 
jesty's name,  required  to  be  and  personally  to  appear  be- 
fore me,  or  such  other  of  her  Majesty's  justices  &c.  in 
and  for  the  said  county  as  shall  be  present  itt  &c,  on  &&, 


668  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1845.  to  ^ve  such  evidence  as  you  know  touching  the  setde- 
TheQuebn  °^®^t  of  Robert  Pickthall,  formerly  of  the  parish  of  Qrton, 
,  .  ,  5*       .  but  now  resident  in  and  chargeable  to  the  township  of 

Inhabitants  of  ,  /.-r  .  . 

Oeton.  Burro  w^  in  the  county  of  Lancaster;  and  to  bring  with 
you  and  produce  before  the  said  justices  all  books  of 
rates  or  assessments  made  for  the  relief  of  the  poor 
within  your  parish,  during  the  years  1837,  1838,  1839, 
1840,  and  1841.  Herein  fail  not  at  your  periL  Dated 
this  29th  day  of  June,  1843. 

5*  William  Gillison  Bell,  (l.  a>" 

The  appellants  duly  served  notice  and  grounds  of 
appeal  as  follows : — 

^^  That  the  order  and  examinations  on  which  the  same 
is  founded  are  bad  and  defective  in  point  of  law,  and  the 
said  examinations  contain  no  evidence  on  which  the  said 
order  can  or  ought  to  have  been  legally  made  or  founded; 
and  that,  if  legal  evidence  of  such  settiement  was  given 
before  the  said  justices  making  the  said  order,  no  copy 
of  such  examination  hath  been  sent  to  ns  by  you,  the 
s^d  overseers  and  churchwardens  of  the  said  township 
of  Burrow,  pursuant  to  the  statute ;  nor  was  there  any 
evidence  given  to  or  before  the  said  justices  that  the 
said  Kobert  Pickthall  had  ever  been  assessed  to  the 
poor  rates  in  respect  of  the  said  farm  or  farmsi,  or  in 
any  way  or  manner  whatever." 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeal  the  respondents  proceeded 
to  prove  the  settiement  in  Orton  by  renting  the  above 
tenement,  but  the  appellants  objected  that  they  could 
not  give  evidence  of  any  rating  or  assessment  on  ao- 
coimt  of  the  deficiency  of  the  examinations  in  that 
respect  The  sessions  overruled  the  objection,  and  con- 
firmed the  order  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Conrt, 
whether  the  respondents  were  entitied  to  go  into  evi- 
dence at  the  trial  of  the  appeal  of  the  assessment  and 
rating  in  Ortpn.     If  this  Court  should  be  of  o^nion 
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that  the  respondents  were  not  entitled  to  go  into  such 
evidence,  then  the  order  to  be  quashed,  otherwise  to 
stand  confirmed. 

Drinkwater  and  Pashley,  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sessions. — ^The  evidence  in  the  examinations  to  prove 
that  the  pauper  was  assessed  to  the  poor  rates  in  the 
parish  of  Orton  is  no  doubt  secondary  evidence ;  and 
the  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  it  was  receivable. 
It  will  not  be  denied  that  notice  to  produce  rate-books 
is  sufficient  to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of  their  con- 
tents, Bex  V.  CappuU  (a),  (recognised  in  Regina  v.  Sta- 
pie  Fitzpaine  [b)  );  Regina  v.  Mildenhall  (c).  If,  therefore^ 
there  was  a  notice  to  produce  in  the  present  case,  secon- 
dary evidence  was  admissible.  The  summons  was  a 
sufficient  notice,  as  it  gave  the  person  on  whom  it  was 
served  all  the  particulars  he  required  to  know,  in  order 
that  he  might  fully  obey  it.  No  particular  form  of  a  no- 
tice to  produce  need  be  adopted;  it  might  be  verbal,  like 
a  demand  in  trover.  Smith  v.  Young  (d) :  the  signature, 
therefore,  which  cannot  be  material,  is  the  only  thing  to 
distinguish  this  summons  from  a  good  notice  to  produce. 
As  in  the  question  of  reasonable  search,  the  respondents 
did  all  in  their  power  to  procure  the  rate  books,  and 
'  fidling  that,  the  secondary  evidence  of  their  contents 
was  properly  received.  It  may  be  said  that  the  respon- 
dents might  have  procured  a  subpoena  from  the  Crown 
Office,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  rate  books  before 
the  justices ;  but  even  in  that  case,  the  overseer  might 
have  refused  to  produce  them,  as  he  would  in  fact  be 
giving  evidence  against  himself,  or  the  parish  represent- 
.ed  by  him.  Rex  v.  Wobum  (e).  Rex  v.  Hardwick  (f)y 
fVorrall  v.  Jones  {g)y  Pipe  v.  Steele  (A).     The  conduct. 


J  845. 


Thb  Quebn 

17. 

Inhabitants  of' 
Orton. 


(a)  2  East,  25. 

(5)  2  Q.  B.  R.  488,  494. 

(e)  Id.  517. 

{d)  1  Campb.  439. 


(tf)  10  East,  395. 
(/)  11  East,  578. 
{g)  7  Bing.  395. 
(A)  2  Q.  B.  R.  733. 
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1846.  too,  of  the  overseer  must  be  considered;  there  is  an  id- 

Tei  duKSN  °^^^^  ^^  ^^^  P^^  that  he  had  received  notioe  and  in- 

V*  tended  to  appear  in  pursuance  of  it. 

Inhabitanti  of  ^'  ^ 


Obton. 


Archbold  {Otter  with  him)  oontri. — It  is  impoenble 
to  make  the  summons  a  good  notice  to  produce ;  ccmse- 
quently,  the  evidence  was  inadmissible.     Such  notice 
should  be  signed  by  or  on  behalf  of  a  party  requirii^ 
what  it  called  for,  and  it  should  be  served  also  on  a 
party  to  a  proceeding  already  commenced.     This  sum- 
mons, on  the  contrary,  is  ogned  by  a  magiatrafte,  who 
may  have  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  case,  and  is  served 
on  a  person,  who  up  to  that  time  was  a  stranger  to  any 
steps  taken  by  the  respondents.  If  a  Judge  at  ohamberB 
issued  a  similar  summons  to  produce  documents  on  a 
trial  at  nisi  prius,  it  would  not  be  considered  equivalent 
to  a  notice  to  produce  at  the  trial,  nor  can  it  be  so 
treated  here ;  and,  consequently,  the  cases  cited,  which 
refer  to  such  notices,  do  not  apply.    As  to  the  admis- 
sion by  the  overseer,  as  stated  in  the  ezaminatioius  it 
does  not  go  far  enough  to  be  of  any  avaO.    Had  it  been 
stated,  that  the  acknowledgment  of  the  pauper's  settle- 
ment was  made  by  him  as  a  rated  inhabitant  of  the 
appellant  parish,  that  might  have  been  an  admissicm, 
but  for  anything  that  appears  here  he  was  a  stranger  to 
the  proceeding.     The  ordinary  course  for  the  respond- 
ents to  pursue  was,  to  procure  a  Crown  Office  sub- 
poena, and  then,  if  the  books  were  not  produced,  second- 
ary evidence  might  be  given.     [Here  he  was  stopped 
by  the  Court.] 

Lord  Denm AN,  C.  J. — We  think  the  objection  is  fatal 
The  parties  seem  to  have  done  their  best  to  procure  the 
production  of  the  evidence  in  this  case,  but  it  is  neces- 
sary that  that  should  be  done  on  legal  prindples.  The 
summons  of  a  magistrate  is  not  sufficient ;  he  possesses 
no  power  to  prociue  evidence  of  this  kind.     There  are 


I 
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other  means  by  which  a  party  may  be  compelled  to  pro-         i845. 
duce  documents ;  those  means  should  be  resorted  to,  to    th7qui«h 
enable  parties  to  fnye  secondary  evidences  and  non-  ^^ 

,.  ,  '^  Inhabitaots  of 

compliance  would  no  doubt  be  treated  as  a  high  con-       Oeton. 
tempt  of  the  Court  seeking  to  enforce  the  production. 

Patteson,  Williams,  and  Wightman,  Js.,  concur- 
red. 

Order  quashed  (a). 

(•)  The  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  s.  70,  empowers  justices  to  summon 
witnesses,  but  does  not  mention  the  production  of  documents. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Barewell.  ^P^i^  23r<f. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  Tlie  ezamina- 
dated  February  3rd,   1844,  for  the  removal  of  Sarah  which^wa  order 
Straffon,  widow  of  Thomas  Straffon,  the  younger,  and  ^ad" sutcd" 
her  five  children,  from  the  township  of  Bakewell,  in  the  ^**  A.,  and  B. 

were  married  at 

county  of  Derby,  to  the  township  of  Togstone,  in  the  the  church  at 
county  of  Northumberland.  ^'aJ^ST^ 

The  order  was  made  upon  examinations,  which,  as  far  ^^^J^^, 
as  is  material  to  this  case,  were  as  follows: —  the  examina- 

Thomas  Straffon,  the  elder,  (after  stating  a  settlement,  fectivc  in  not' 
gained  by  him  m  the  appeUant  parish,  in  1780,  by  ap-  Kct'urT' 
prenticeship,)  said,  "  I  was  lawfully  married  to  my  pre-  **  ^- » "**f - 
sent  wife,  Margaret,  about  forty-seven  years  ago,  at  the  were  two  parish 
church  at  Bywell,  in  the  county  of  Northumberland,  ^.  g,  st!  P.,' 

and  B.  St.  a7 
On  trial  of 
tiie  appeal,  before  the  respondents  went  into  their  case  the  appellants  took  the  above  objec- 
tion, whereupon  a  witness  was  called  who  proved  that  in  the  village  of  B.  there  are  two 
parishes  and  two  parish  churches  within  two  hundred  yards  of  each  other,  each  commonly 
called  B.  Church. 

On  this  evidence,  the  sessions  refused  to  allow  the  respondents  to  go  into  their  settle- 
mentt  qoashed  the  order,  and  granted  a  case. 

Held,  that  as  the  sessions  had  come  to  a  conclusion  on  the  fact,  this  Court,  although 
dittpproring  of  their  oondnsion,  would  not  interfere. 
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1845.        by  whom  I  had  a  son,  Thomas,  who  died  in  October, 
JTX^      1842.'' 

y.  Margaret  Straffon  sud,  ^^  I  am  the  wife  of  Thomas 

Bauwbll.    Straffon,  the  elder,  and  mother  of  Thomas  Straffon,  the 
yoimger ;  he  was  our  son,  and  was  bom  in  lawfiil  wedlock. 
He  died  in  October,  1842,  aged  thirty-two  years.'* 
The  material  grounds  of  appeal  were : — 

1.  That  the  parents  of  the  supposed  husband  of  the 
said  Sarah  Straffon  were  not  married,  about  forty-seven 
years  ago,  at  the  church  at  BywelL 

2.  That  the  examinations  are  defective,  in  not  dis- 
tinguishing and  setting  forth  the  name  of  the  church  at 
By  well,  at  which  the  parents  of  the  supposed  husband 
of  the  said  Sarah  Straffon  are  allied  to  have  been 
married,  inasmuch  as  there  are  two  parish  churches  at 
Bywell  aforesaid,  namely,  the  church  of  Bywell  St 
Peter,  and  the  church  of  Bywell  St  Andrew. 

When  the  appeal  came  on  for  trial  at  the  Derbyshire 
Quarter  Sessions,  April  11th,  1844,  before  the  respond- 
ents had  gone  into  evidence,  the  appellants  directed  the 
attention  of  the  Court  to  the  above  grounds  of  appeal, 
as  shewing  want  of  particularity  in  the  examinations, 
and  called  a  witness,  who  proved  that  there  is  no  parish 
of  Bywell,  but  that  there  are  two  parishes  adjoining, 
and  intermixed  with  each  other,  one  Bywell  St.  Peter, 
the  other  Bywell  St  Andrew.  That  there  is  a  Tillage 
of  Bywell,  part  of  which  is  in  the  parish  of  Bywell  St 
Peter  and  part  in  Bywell  St  Andrew.  That  there  are 
two  churches  in  the  village ;  one  the  parish  church  of 
Bywell  St  Peter,  the  other  of  Bywell  St  Andrew. 
They  are  within  two  hundred  yards  of  each  other.  The 
parishioners  of  both  parishes  call  their  respective  churches 
Bywell  Church. 

Upon  hearing  this  evidence,  and  the  observations 
upon  it,  the  sessions  refused  to  allow  the  respondents  to 
go  into  the  question  of  the  settlement  of  the  paupers, 
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quashed  the  order,  and  granted  a  case  for  the  opinion  of        1345. 

thifl  Court.  The  Qubsn 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 

WUdman  and  Wingy  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses-    Bakswbll. 
sions,  cited  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Kesteven  (a),  but 
the  Court  called  on 


R.  Ingham  and  fVtllmore,  contnl. — This  is  a  case  sent 
by  the  sessions  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  and  is  there- 
fore distinguishable  from  Regina  v.  TheJustices  ofKeste^ 
v€n{ci)y  which  was  an  application  for  a  mandamus  to  the 
sessions,  to  review  their  decision  as  to  a  particular  fact. 
Here  the  sessions,  if  there  was  any  doubt  as  to  the  suffi- 
dency  of  the  examinations,  ought  to  have  heard  and  de- 
cided upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  afterwards,  if  neces- 
sary, sent  a  case  to  this  Court,  whose  decision  would  then 
be  final  on  the  whole  matter.  The  appellants  either  had 
no  merits  or  declined  to  rely  upon  them ;  it  was  their  de- 
fault that  they  were  not  gone  into,  therefore  they  must 
be  taken  to  have  virtually  abandoned  the  merits,  and 
that  the  finding  was  against  them,  so  that  the  case  may 
be  considered  to  be  so  circumstanced  as  Patteson^  J.,  in 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Kesteven  (a),  stud  that  analo- 
gous cases  ought  to  be  for  the  final  decision  of  this 
Court.  If,  therefore,  the  decision  of  the  sessions  was 
wrong  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  examinations,  this 
order  should  now  be  confirmed  generally.  Their  deci- 
sion was  wrong.  It  was  not  necessary  to  state  the 
church  where  the  marriage  took  place;  nor,  if  stated,  to 
pve  the  strictly  correct  title  of  it,  the  name  commonly 
used  would  be  sufficient.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  ap- 
pellants could  not  have  been  misled.  The  respondents, 
therefore,  should  have  been  allowed  to  go  into  their  case, 
Regina  v.  Latchford(b);  and  the  mere  absence  of  the 

(a)  Ant^,  p.  151.  (b)  Ant^,  p.  S87. 
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1845.        ordinaiy  conclusion  of  a  special  case  will  not  prevent 
Tbb  Queen    ^^  Court  from  entering  upon  this  question. 

V, 

Inhabitants  of 

Bakewell.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — It  is  with  great  regret  that  I 
find  myself  obliged  to  say^  that  this  order  of  sessioDS 
must  stand  If  called  upon  to  decide  the  point,  I  most 
undoubtedly  (and,  I  believCy  the  rest  of  the  Court) 
should  have  decided  differently  from  the  8e8a<»i&  But, 
at  the  same  time>  as  it  was  a  duty  cast  upon  them  to 
determine  the  question,  we  cannot  take  upon  ourselyeB 
to  interfere  with  a  principle  established  by  so  many  caaeSi 
It  is  a  very  great  sacrifice  to  that  principle  when  we 
say  this  case  must  be  decided  in  the  affirmative,  but  we 
must  adhere  to  the  rule ;  otherwise  we  should  be  ccm- 
stantly  called  upon  to  introduce  a  new  code  with  repaid 
to  cases  brought  here  from  sessions.  This  is  just  the 
same  as  if  the  sessions  had  asked  us  whether  they  ought 
to  have  believed  a  particular  witness. 

Patteson,  Williams,  and  Wightman,  Js.,  concur- 
red. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 


Jprii  21M.  The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  the  North  Riding. 

Semcc  of  no-  XN  June,  1844,  W.  Lund,  surveyor  of  a  highway,  was 

against  a  con-  convicted  in  a  penalty  under  the  Highway  Act,  5&6 

ttf  Highway'  WiU.  4,  c  50,  8.  72,  by  three  magistrates.     He  appeal- 

wu/^4*'  ^so'i  ®^  against  the  conviction  to  the  quarter  sessions,  imder 

by  leaving  it  at  8.  105,  and  at  the  trial  of  the  appeal  at  the  Michaelmas 

the  dwelling  .                       j    i              •            j                            n   t                  i 

hotue  of  re.  sessions,  proved  that  notice  and  statement  of  the  grounds 

J?°w1iuffi7  of  appeal  were  left  at  the  dwelling-house  of  each  of  the 

cient.  respondents.     The  sessions  were  of  opinion  that  the  re- 


\ 
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spondents  ought  to  have  been  personally  served,  and 
refused  to  hear  the  appeal.  Blissy  in  Michaelmas  term, 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  mandamus,  commanding  the 
justices  to  enter  continuances  and  to  hear  the  appeal 

TamKfison  now  shewed  cause. — Notice  of  appeal 
must  be  served  on  all  the  convicting  magistrates,  and  a 
constructive  notice  is  not  sufficient,  Reffina  v.  The  Jus^ 
tices  of  Bedfordshire  (a),  Reffina  v.  The  Justices  of  Che^ 
shire  [b).  The  respondents  are  made  personally  liable  for 
costs,  Reffina  v.  The  Justices  of  Hertfordshire  (c),  and 
the  notice  must  either  be  served  upon  them  personallj, 
or  left  with  some  person  authorised  by  them  to  receive 
it.  In  the  case  of  attachment  there  must  be  personal 
service.  In  civil  process  there  must  be  personal  service 
if  possible,  and  if  not,  the  nature  of  the  process  should 
be  explained  to  the  person  with  whom  it  is  left.  In 
this  case  the  notice  was  left  at  the  dwelling-house,  but 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  contents  came  to  the  know- 
ledge of  any  of  the  respondents. 

Bliss^  contrcL — The  sessions  were  of  opinion  that  there 
must  be  actual  personal  service. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — That  proposition  certainly 
cannot  be  midntained. 


1845. 


Thk  Quebn 

o. 

Jnstioes  of 

Thk  North 

Riding. 


Patteson,  Williams,  and  Wightman,  Js.,  concur- 
red. 

Rule  absolute  {d). 


(a)  11  A.  &E.134. 

ib)  Id.  139. 

(6)  Ant^,  p.  473. 


(d)  See  Regina  v,  Nunn, ante, 
p.  49. 
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^prU26th.  The  Queen  r.  The  Inhabitants  of  Lillsshall. 

An  order  for  VJN  appeal  against.an  order  of  two  justicesy  dated  7th 

m  pauper  from  of  July,  1843,  for  the  removal  of  Thomas  Silvester  and 

made  upon  an  his  two  children  from  the  parish  of  Lilleahall,  in  the 

whSIYtoted  county  of  Salop,  to  that  part  of  the  parish  of  Muode- 

that  he  had  Btone  which  lies  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  the  sessioDB 

settlement  in  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 

his  own  right ; 

that  hit  father,   on  a  case. 

who  died  when       ^Tie  examinations  on  which  the  order  was  made  were 

the  pauper  was 

twcnty-seren       aS  folloWS  :— 

S*acknowiedg-  "  Thomas  Silvester,  the  pauper,  said  *I  am  thirty- 
of  fi^liftbe"  eight  years  of  age,  and  was  bom,  as  I  have  been  in- 
timeof  his         formed  and  believe,  in  the  township  of  Dorrimrton,  in 

death,  and  '^  ^^ 

about  half  a  the  county  of  Salop.     I  am  the  son  of  Thomas  and 

J^  received  ^^^^  Silvcster.    In  1884, 1  was  married  by  banns  at 

"iif  ^"^Sin^  the  parish  church  of  Wellington,  in   the   county  of 

in  L.  Salop,  to  my  late  wife,  Ann  Silvester,  by  which  mar- 

tbeezamina.  riage  I  have  two  children,  Samuel  and   Thomas.     I 

roffidcnt  prima  ^^^^  nevcr  done  any  act  to  gain  a  settlement  in  my 

facie  evidence  q^jj  right  in  any  parish,  township,  or  place.    I  am  now 

being  settled  in  With  my  two  children,  actually  chargeable  to  the  said 

it  wiTnot  ne-  parish  of  Lilleshall.' 
"***7^?    *  "Jane  Silvester,  the  pauper's  mother,  said  *In  1799, 

negative  m  it  '  i      r  ^       ^  » 

the  fact  of  his  I  was  married  by  banns  at  the  parish  church  of  High 

emancipated  at  Offley,  in  the  couuty  of  Stafford,  to  Thomas  Silvester, 

Ids  faScrre^  who  died  in  the  parish  of  LiUeshall,  eleven  years  ago 

odved  the  re-  j^st  November,  (1831).    The  pauper,  Thomas  Silvester, 

lief  from  M.  .  . 

was  bom  at  the  township  of  Donrington,  in  the  county 
of  Salop,  in  the  month  of  September,  1804 ;  my  said 
late  husband  was,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  a  legally 
settled  and  acknowledged  parishioner  of  Mucclestone. 
About  half  a  year  before  his  death  he  received  relief 
from  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Mucclestone,  and  at 
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the  time  he  received  the  said  relief  he  was  living  in  the         1845. 
parish  of  LiUeshall.     He  received  1*.  a  week.  j^^  qubek 

The  appellants  stated  the  following  grounds  of  ap-    ,  ,  ,  ?*       - 
peal  :-^  Lillbbhall. 

1.  That  the  examinations  are  incorrect  and  too  gene- 
tbI,  and  not  made  with  sufficient  accuracy  and  particu- 
larity. 

2.  That  the  sidd  pauper,  Thomas  Silvester,  was 
emancipated  when  his  father,  Thomas  Silvester,  gained 
the  alleged  settlement  in  Mucclestone. 

On  the  trial  of  the  appeal  the  appellants  objected  to 
the  examinations,  on  the  ground  that  a  fact  material  to 
the  case  was  omitted  in  them,  as  it  was  not  stated,  nor 
did  it  at  all  appear,  that  the  pauper  was  unemancipated 
at  the  time  when  his  father  gained  a  settlement  in 
Mucclestone ;  it  being  consistent  with  the  examinations 
that  the  pauper,  at  the  time  his  father  gained  that 
settlement,  was  emancipated.  The  sessions  quashed  the 
order  of  removal  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court.  If 
the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  sessions  were 
right,  then  the  order  of  sessions  is  to  be  confirmed, 
otherwise  to  be  quashed. 

PhilUmarey  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — 
Where  it  is  consistent  with  the  circmnstances  stated  by 
a  party  seeking  to  establish  a  settlement,  that  no  such 
settlement  existed,  and  its  ex&tence  has  been  negatived 
by  the  sessions,  this  Court  will  support  the  order  of 
sessions.  Here,  the  relief  relied  upon  as  evidence  of 
the  settlement  in  Mucclestone,  was  given  to  the  father 
half  a  year  before  his  death,  at  which  period  it  may 
well  be  that  the  pauper  had  become  emancipated, 
which  indeed  is  more  probable,  from  there  being  no 
mention  made  in  the  examination  of  his  Uving  with 
his  father,  or  that  he  was  part  of  his  family.  He  was 
twenty-two  when  the  relief  was  given,  and  might  have 

VOL.  1.  8  8  N.  8  C. 
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1846.  become  emancipated  in  many  ways,  as  by  marriage,  or 
Thk  Qubkn  ^y  entering  into  any  service  or  situation  which  would 
^  ^  ^y-      ^   remove  him  from  paternal  control.     The  fact,  at  all 

Inhabitants  of  .     ,      * 

LiLLBSRALL.  cvcnts,  was  within  the  pauper's  own  knowledge,  and  he 
should  have  been  called  upon  to  state  it  clearly,  so  as  to 
leave  nothing  to  inference;  Regina  v.  North  jBooey(a), 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  {b),  Regina  v. 
Wymondham  (c),  Regina  v.  The  Recorder  of  Pimk' 
fract  [d)y  Regina  v.  St  Sepulchre  (e) :  and  in  Regina  v. 
Pilkington  (/),  the  Court  admitted,  that  where  the 
settlement  depends  on  a  single  fact  known  to  the  pau- 
per, it  is  reasonable  to  expect  his  examination  should 
contain  a  specific  statement  of  that  very  &cL  In  J?e- 
gina  v.  ¥eoveley(g\  it  was  held  that  it  could  not  be 
presumed,  in  the  absence  of  proo^  that  the  pauper  was 
at  a  particular  time  emancipated,  but  in  that  case  there 
were  facts  stated  which  led  to  the  presumption  that  be 
had  continued  unemancipated ;  so  also  in  Regina  v. 
Staple  Fitzpaxne  (A),  where  it  appeared  that  the  son  had 
continued  to  live  with  his  father  as  part  of  his  family. 
Here  there  are  no  facts  leading  to  such  presumption; 
there  is  no  statement  when  the  settlement  on  which  the 
relief  was  given  was  acquired ;  if  it  was  after  the  sbn 
became  emancipated,  that  state  of  facts  would  be  incon- 
sistent with  this  settlement.  In  Rex  v.  OuUon  (t),  where 
Rex  V.  Hardwick  (A)  is  cited.  Lord  Dennum,  C.  J.,  says, 
that  ^^  when  a  child  has  att£uned  the  age  of  twenty-one, 
and  is  then  separated  from  the  father's  fiunily,  the  bur- 
den of  proof  that  the  child  is  not  thereby  emancipated 
lies  on  the  party  asserting  that  fact.'' 


(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  500.  {g)  8  A.  &  £.  806. 

(b)  Id.  505.  (A)  2  Q.  B.  R.  488. 

(c)  Id.  541.  (i)  5  B.  &  Ad.  958;  3  N.  & 

(d)  Id.  548.  M.  62. 

(e)  Ante,  p.  400.  (*)  5  B.  &  A.  176. 
(/)  Ant€,p.  90. 
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Whatdey  and  Boughey,  contrd,  were  stopped  by  the 
Court 
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The  Qusbn 
_^  _  Inhabitants  of 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  there  is  Lillkshall. 
no  valid  objection  to  this  examination.  Mr.  PhtUimore 
has  referred  to  several  cases  where  nice  distinctions  have 
been  taken  on  this  subject,  but  the  clear  and  intelligible 
principle  is,  that  where  facts  are  so  stated  in  the  exami- 
nation as  to  leave  the  meaning  doubtful,  there  we  can- 
not say  that  a  settlement  appears  on  the  face  of  it;  where, 
however,  a  good  settlement  is  shewn,  new  facts  may 
have  arisen  which  would  make  it  doubtful,  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary in  the  examination  to  negative  such  new  facts. 
Here  no  objection  appears  to  the  examination,  unless 
we  say,  that,  imder  these  circumstances,  emancipation  is 
to  be  presumed ;  and  unless  there  is  such  presumption, 
it  is  not  jiecessary  to  rebut  it  In  Rex  v.  Oultan  (a),  I 
see  I  am  reported  to  have  made  a  distinction  between  a 
child  imder  twenty-one,  and  one  above  that  age  (and 
no  doubt  there  is  a  distinctidn) ;  and  that  my  Brother 
Patteson  stated,  that  ^' being  of  full  age,  the  onus  of 
shewing  that  the  child  was  not  emancipated  was  thrown 
on  that  party  who  contended  that  she  was  not  so ; "  but, 
it  must  be  remembered,  that  what  was  there  said  had 
reference  to  the  facts  of  that  particular  case,  and  the 
only  question  as  to  those  facts  was,  whether  or  not  they 
shewed  emancipation,  and  we  thought  they  did  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  facts  of  the  present  case  do  not 
shew  such  presumption  of  emancipation  as  would  make 
it  necessary  for  the  removing  parish  to  negative  the 
fact  of  emancipation  in  the  examination. 

Patteson,  J. — I  think    this  examination  raises   a 
primfi  facie  case  of  settlement     It  is  to  be  observed  in 


(a)  5  B.  &  Ad.  958 ;  3  N.  &  M.  62. 
ss2 
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1845.  this  case,  that  the  evidence  with  respect  to  the  settle- 
The  Queen  ^lent  of  the  pauper's  father  does  not  shew  he  gained  a 
*  ,.  v!'  .    #    settlement  at  the  time  when  he  received  relief,  but  only 

Inhabitants  of  '  ^ 

LiLLEsuALL.  au  acknowlcdgmcnt  by  that  relief  of  a  settlement  gained 
by  him  in  that  parish,  which  might  have  been  with  re- 
ference to  one  gained  fifty  years  before.  Gven  if  it  had 
been  proved  to  refer  to  a  settlement  gained  at  the  time 
of  relief,  it  would  shew  distinct  evidence  of  a  settle- 
ment in  1831 ;  and  I  should  have  said,  that  the  ex- 
amination was  sufficient.  In  Rex  v.  Oulton  (a),  the 
.  Court  could  hardly  have  intended  to  say,  that,  if  a  child 
has  arrived  at  the  full  age  of  twenty-one,  you  are  to 
conclude  emancipation  without  any  evidence  of  separa- 
tion from  the  father's  family,  but  only  that,  if  there  be 
evidence  of  such  separation,  emancipation  may  be  pre- 
sumed, so  as  to  make  it  necessary  for  the  examination 
to  negative  it  Here  there  is  no  such  evidence  of 
separation,  nothing  is  s^d  one  way  or  the  other  about 
it. 

Williams,  J. — In  Regina  v.  Middleian  in  Teesddk  (i), 
the  Court  proceeded  on  the  ground;  that,  assuming  the 
facts  stated  to  be  true,  they  did  not  prim&  facie  amount 
to  a  settlement ;  and  one  or  more  members  of  the  Court 
compared  it  to  a  case  of  general  demurrer,  and  that 
seems  to  me  to  be  perfectly  correct  But  this  case  is 
distinguishable,  for  on  the  face  of  the  examination  there 
is  a  perfectly  good  settlement,  and  if  there  were  any 
answer  to  upset  it,  it  ought  to  come  by  way  of  exoep* 
tion,  and  be  shewn  by  the  other  side.  There  is  notfiing 
here  to  shew  separation  from  the  father's  family.  In 
i?ex  V.  Oulton  (a),  on  the  contrary,  there  was. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  think  the  question  is  as  stated  by 

(a)  5  B.  &  Ad.  958;  3  N.  &  M.  62.  (6)  10  A.  &  E.  688. 
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my  Brother  WiUiamsy  whether,  assuming  all  the  facts        1846. 
stated  in  it  to  be  true,  the  examination,  prim&  facie,    xhTqokkn 
shews  a  derivative  settlement.     It  seems  to  me,  that  «'• 

.     J  1  1  •  •  1  .  t  1  Inhabitants  of 

it  does,  unless  there  is  any  presumption  which  ought  to    Lillesuall. 
have  been  negatived,  and  I  think  there  is  no  such  pre- 
sumption.    The  decision  in  Rex  v.  Oultan  (a),  shews  no 
sufficient  ground  for  considering  that  a  person  who  has 
attained  the  fiill  age  of  twenty-one  is  to  be  presumed  to 

be  emancipated.  ^ 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 

(a)  5  B.  &  Ad.  958  ;  3  N.  &  M.  G2. 


In  the  Matter  of  Ashton  and  Another.  Affril  28th, 

At  the  general  quarter  sessions  for  the   county  of  At  the  quarter 
Huntingdon,  held  on  Monday,  the  7th  day  of  April,  cies  of  tLe 
1845, before  James  Rust,  Esq., and  others, justices, &c,  ^^cda'^ns 
articles  of  the  peace  were  exhibited  and  sworn  by  W.  A.  and  B.,  it 

,  waa  ordered 

N.  Swallow,  against  Allpress  Ashton  and  Alfred  Ash-  that  A.  and  B. 

X  rm_  •  J     xi-     /»  11       •  J  ahould  enter 

ton.     I  he  sessions  made  the  tollowmg  order : —  into  recogni- 

aances  before  a 

"  That  Allpress  Ashton  and  Alfred  Ashton  do  seve-  jostice,  to  keep 

the  peace  for 

rally  and  respectively  forthwith,  upon  service  of  this  six  months, 
order,  before  one  or  more  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  of  brought^  by 
and  for  the  said  county  of  Huntingdon,  enter  into  their  f  arrant  ^• 

•^  r>        ^  fQfg  1^  justice 

own  recognisances  in  the  sum  of  100/.  each,  and  severally  for  this  pur- 

and  respectively  find  two  sureties  in  the  sum  of  50/.  fused  to  enter 

each,  to  keep  the  peace  towards  the  Queen  and  all  her  JJJi^^ncM " 

li^e  people,  and  especially  towards  the  said  W.  N.  whereupon  he 

^    ^  ^  committed 

Swallow,  the  exhibitant  of  such  articles  of  the  peace,  them  to  prison 
fi)r  the  term  of  six  calendar  months  now  next  ensuing.'^  of  the  said  six 

months,  unless 

This  order  was  served  on  the  two  defendants,  and  ^^e^thley*" 

should  enter 
into  the  said  recognisances : — Held,  that,  as  the  justice  had  only  power  to  enforce  the  order 
of  tesfions,  he  had  exceeded  his  jurisdiction  by  ordering  the  imprisonment. 
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1845.        they  were  brought  up  by  warrant  on  the  2l0t  of  April, 
"  ^^^  "      before  T.  S.  Fryer,  Esq.,  and  the  Rev.  J.  Linton, 
AsHTON.      clerk,  two  justices  for  the  county  of  Huntingdon,  and 
upon  refusing  to  obey  the  said  order  of  sessions,  and 
to  enter  into  such  recognisances,  and  to  find  such  sure- 
ties as  therein  mentioned,  the  justices  committed  the 
defendants  to  prison  ^'  for  the  reddue  yet  to  come  and 
imexpired  of  the  term  of  six  ddendar  months,  to  be 
computed  from  and  after  the  8th  day  of  April,  1845, 
unless  in  the  mean  lime  the  sud  AUpress  Ashton  and 
Alfred  Ashton,  shall  each  of  them,  before  one  or  more 
of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  enter  into  a  re- 
cognisance in  the  sum  of  lOOiL,  and  find  two  sureties  in 
the  sum  of  50L  each,  to  keep  the  peace,  &c.,  or  unless 
they  shall  be  otherwise  discharged  by  due  course  of 
law.'' 

Gunning^  in  this  term  (April  24th),  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  to  bring  up  the  bodies 
of  the  prisoners. 

B,  Andrews,  and  Worlledgcy  now  shewed  cause. — 
The  ground  of  this  rule  is,  that  the  order  of  sessions 
did  not  empower  the  justices,  out  of  sessions,  to  im- 
prison the  defendants,  but  only  to  require  them  to  find 
sureties.  The  same  course  was  pursued  in  Regina  v. 
Dunn  (a),  where  the  defendant  was  committed  by  a 
police  magistrate  in  default  of  finding  sureties  as  re- 
quired by  the  sessions.  If  this  objection  prevails,  the 
complainant  would  have  to  wait  till  the  next  sessions  be- 
fore he  could  obtain  redress,  and  even  then  an  indict- 
ment for  disobedience  to  the  order  would  afibrd  a  very 
inadequate  remedy.  In  Hawkins,  P.  C,  b.  2,  c.  16,  s.  2, 
(ed.  1824)  it  is  said, "  Wheresoever  a  justice  of  the  peace 

(a)  12  A.  &  £.  599. 
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is  empowered  by  any  statute  to  bind  a  person  over,  or  to        i845. 
eause  him  to  do  a  certain  thing,  and  such  person  being         i^^e 
in  his  presence  shall  refuse  to  be  boimd,  or  to  do  such       Ashton. 
thing,  the  justice  may  commit  him  to  the  gaol,  to  remain 
there  till  he  shall  comply."     And  it  was  held  in  Ben' 
net  v.  Watson  (a),  that  a  justice  might  commit  a  feme 
covert,  who  was  a  material  witness  upon  a  charge  of 
felony  brought  before  him,  and  who  refused  to  appear 
at  the  sessions  to  give  evidence,  or  to  find  sureties  for 
her  appearance  there. 

Chmning  (with  whom  was  O^Malley),  contra. — The 
only  power  which  the  committing  justices  had,  was  to 
enforce  the  order  made  by  the  sessions,  which  directed 
them  to  require  the  defendants  to  find  sureties  to 
keep  the  peace  for  six  months.  The  order  was  not  in 
the  alternative  that  the  defendants  should  find  sureties, 
or  in  default  thereof  should  be  committed  to  prison. 
The  justices,  therefore,  in  committing  the  defendants 
to  prison,  exceeded  their  authority;  they  engrafted 
something  on  the  order  which  they  had  no  right  to 
do.     [Here  he  was  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  this 
committal  cannot  be  upheld.  I  hope  that  the  efiect  of 
our  decision  will  not  be  to  lead  to  a  breach  of  the  peace, 
and  the  parties  against  whom  the  order  has  been  made 
would  certainly  ba  in  much  jeopardy  if  they  did  com- 
mit a  breach  of  the  peace  after  the  making  of  such  an 
order,  although  the  order  itself  may  not  be  sustainable. 
It  is  clear,  that  the  justices  here  had  only  power  to  en- 
force the  performance  of  the  order  first  made  upon  the 
defendants.  They  have  exceeded  their  power.  They 
have  convicted  these  defendants  in  a  summary  way  for 

(a)  3  M.  &S.  1. 
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1845.        a  supposed  disobedience  of  an  order  of  sefidonsy  inflict- 

'-^      mg  a  puiudunent  on  that  summary  conTiction.  why. 

AsHTON.      might  have  been  inflicted  by  the  justices  who  made  the 

order  annexing  to  it  the  condition  of  imprisonment  in 

case  of  disobedience,  but  which  not  having  been  done 

by  them  cannot  be  imposed  on  this  summary  conviction 

for  disobedience  to  their  order. 

• 

Patteson,  J. — This  order  of  sessions  does  not  say 
that  these  parties  shall  find  sureties  or  be  conmiitted. 
It  is  entirely  silent  as  to  committal,  and  the  justices 
cannot,  on  summary  conviction,  add  that  term  to  it 

Williams,  J: — These  justices  had  not  any  original 
jurisdiction  in  this  matter,  but  merely  a  devolution  of 
authority  from  the  quarter  sessions.  When  the  de- 
fendants were  brought  before  them  the  only  question 
was,  whether  there  had  been  a  disobedience  of  the 
order  in  the  terms  in  which  it  was  made  or  not.  It  was 
not  competent  for  them  to  add  a  committal  to  prison  to 
the  terms  of  the  original  order. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  cannot 
discover  any  origin  for  the  jurisdiction  which  the  jus- 
tices have  exercised*  The  sessions  had  not  ^ven  them 
the  alternative,  and  they  could  not  add  it.  They  had 
no  authority  to  do  so. 

Prisoners  discharged. 
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1845. 
Thb  Queen  v.  H.  Morice,  Clerk,  and  J.  G.  Fordham, 

_  May  2nd, 

JbiSq. 


I 


N  Trinity  term  last  (12th  of  June  1844),  Hawkins  The  4  &  5 

Vict  c  59   8 

had   obtained   a  rule   calling    upon   the  Rev.  Heniy  i,  (r^tug  the 
Morice,  clerk,  and  John  George  Fordham,  Esq.,  two  c^o^\^^*' 
of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  powen  justl. 
Hertford,  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  certiorari  should  neeiai  testUmM 
not  issue,  to  remove  into  this  Court  an  order  under  wayii,ln«8e 
their  hands  and  seals,  made  at  a  special  sessions  of  the  ^®  ^^^  ?^ 

*  ...  ''^y  turnpike 

highways,  holden  at  Roy ston,  in  and  for  the  division  of  trust  are  in- 
the  hundred  of  Odsey,  in  the  sdd  county,  for  the  pur-  the  repair  of 
pose  of  being  quashed  (a).   The  order  was  as  follows  :—  ^*^n*^y 

parish,  **  to  in- 
quire into  the 
condition  of  the  roads  within  such  trust,  and  to  ascertain  the  length  of  the  roads  within 
such  parish,  and  how  much  thereof  is  turnpike  road.  And  if  it  shall  appear  to  them  expe- 
dient BO  to  do,  then  to  order  what  portion  of  the  rate  or  assessment  levied  or  to  be  levied  by 
▼irtue  of  the  said  recited  act  shall  be  paid  by  the  parish  surveyor  to  the  trust,  to  be  laid 
out  in  the  repair  of^e  part  of  the  turnpike  road  within  that  parish." 

An  order,  purporting  to  be  made  at  a  special  sessions  of  the  highways  holden  at  R.,  in 
and  for  the  division  of  the  hundred  of  O.,  in  the  county  of  H.,  by  two  justices  of  the  county 
of  H.  acting  in  and  for  the  said  division,  directed  the  surveyor  of  the  parish  of  B.  to  pay 
the  sum  of  9/.  5«.,  **  being  the  portion  of  the  rate  to  be  levied,  by  virtue  of  the  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  to  the  commissioners  of  a  certain  trust :" — 

Heldf  1,  that  the  order  was  insufficient,  as  it  did  not  appear  that  the  parish  of  B.  was 
■ituate  within  the  sessional  division. 

2.  That  it  was  not  necessary  to  state  in  the  order  the  proportion  of  the  rate  to  be  paid. 

3.  Nor  to  specify  out  of  what  particular  rate  the  payment  was  to  be  made. 

4.  That  the  special  sessions  mentioned  in  the  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  59,  s.  1 ,  mean  such  special 
sessions  as  are  held  by  annual  appointment  under  the  5  &  6  WiU.  4,  c.  50,  s.  45. 

A  certiorari  had  issued  to  bring  up  an  order  of  sessions  confirming  an  order  of  justices. 
The  order  of  sessions  being  brought  up  on  return  was  quashed,  but  the  order  of  justices 
not  being  returned  with  it : — Held,  that  a  fresh  writ  of  certiorari  might  issue  to  bring  up 
the  order  of  justices. 

The  six  months  for  applying  for  a  certiorari  to  bring  up  an  order  of  justices  which  has 
been  appealed  against,  and  confirmed  by  the  sessions,  run  from  the  date  of  confirmation, 
and  not  of  the  original  order. 

(a)  The  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  special  sessions  in  every  year  for 

8.  27,    empowers    surveyors   of  executing  the   purposes  of  this 

highways  to  make  and  levy  rates  act ;    the    days    of   the   holding 

for  the  purposes  of  the  act.  thereof  to  be  appointed  at  a  spe- 

Sect.  45  enacts, ''That  the  jus-  cial  sessions  to    be   held  within 

tices  of  the  peace  within  their  re-  fourteen  days  afler  the  20th  day 

spective  divisions,  or  any  two  or  of  March  in  every  year." 
more  of  them,  shall  hold  not  less        The  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  59,  s.  1, 

than  eight  nor  more  than  twelve  (reciting  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50) 
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"  Hertfordshire,  to  wit. — At  a  special  session  of  the  highwayi, 
holden  at  the  Bull,  at  Royston,  in  and  for  the  division  of  the  handled 
of  Odsey,  in  the  county  of  Hertford,  21st  June,  1843,  by  her  Mk- 
jesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  of  Hertford,  acting 
in  and  for  the  said  division.  Whereas  H.  Nash,  derk  of  the  turn- 
pike trust  called  the  Baldock  and  Boumbridge  Trust,  bath  thb  day 
exhibited  an  information  before  us,  the  said  justices,  at  the  said  spedsl 
sessions,  giving  us,  the  said  justices,  to  understand  and  be  informed 
that  the  funds  of  the  said  turnpike  trust,  after  payment  of  the  princi- 
pal and  interest  monies  due  to  the  creditors,  are  wholly  insuflScient 
for  the  repair  of  the  turnpike  road  called  the  Baldock  and  Boom- 
bridge  Trust,  situate  within  the  parish  of  Bygrave,  in  the  county  of 
Hertford,  and  hath  prayed  us,  the  said  justices,  to  make  such  judg- 
ment and  order  in  the  premises  as  upon  examination  shall  appear 
to  us  meet,  and  as  to  law  doth  appertain ;  And  whereaa  it  hath  been 
duly  proved  before  us  that  due  notice  of  such  intended  information 
hath  been  given  on  the  part  of  the  said  W.  H.  Nash ;  and  we  the 
said  justices  did  proceed  to  examine  at  such  special  session  the  state 
of  the  revenues  and  debts  of  such  turnpike  trust,  and  to  inquire  into 
the  state  and  condition  of  the  repairs  of  the  roads  within  the  same, 
and  also  to  ascertain  the  length  of  the  roads,  including  turnpike  road, 
within  such  parish  of  Bygrave,  and  ho^  much  of  such  road  is  tom- 


enacts,  "  That  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  justices,  at  any  special 
ftessions  for  the  highways,  holden 
after  the  passing  of  this  act,  upon 
information  exhibited  before  them, 
by  the  clerk  or  treasurer  of  any 
turnpike  trust,  that  the  funds  of 
the  said  trust  are  insufficient  for 
the  repairs  of  the  turnpike  road, 
within  any  parish,  notice  in  writ- 
ing of  such  intended  information 
having  been  previously  given  on 
the  part  of  such  clerk  or  trea- 
surer, to  the  parish  surveyor, 
twenty-one  days  at  least  before 
such  special  sessions,  to  examine 
the  state  of  the  revenues  and 
debts  of  such  turnpike  trusts, 
and  to  inquire  into  the  state  and 
condition  of  the  repairs  of  the 
roads  within  the  same;  and  also 
to  ascertain  the  length  of  the 
roads,  including  turnpike  roads 


within  such  parish,  and  how  much 
of  such  road  is  turnpike  road; 
and  if,  after  such  examination,  it 
shall  appear  to  the  said  justices 
necessary  or  expedient,  for  the 
purposes  of  any  tiuiipike  road,  so 
to  do,  then  to  adjudge  and  order 
what  portion,  if  any,  of  the  rate 
or  assessment  levied,  or  to  be  le- 
vied by  virtue  of  the  said  recited 
act,  shall  be  paid  by  the  said  pa- 
rish surveyor,  and  at  what  time 
or  times,  lo  the  said  commission- 
ers or  trustees,  or  to  their  trea- 
surer or  other  officers  appomted 
by  them  on  that  behalf;  such 
money  to  be  wholly  laid  out  in 
the  actual  repairs  of  such  part  of 
such  turnpike  road  as  lies  within 
the  parish  from  which  it  was  re- 
ceived." 

Sect.  3,  gives  an  appeal  to  the 
quarter  sessions. 
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pike  road ;  and,  after  such  examination,  it  appearing  to  us,  the  said  1845. 

justices,  necessary  and  expedient,  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  turn-       ^     v      ^ 
pike  road  in  the  said  parish  of  Bygrave,  so  to  do— We  do  hereby  ad-    ^"*  Queen 
judge  and  order,  that  the  sum  of  9/.  5^.,  being  a  portion  of  the  rate        Moricb. 
or  assessment  levied  or  to  be  levied,  by  virtue  of  the  stat  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  intituled,  '  An  act  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  laws  relat- 
ing to  highways  in  that  part  of  Great  Britain  called  England,'  shall 
be  paid  by  the  surveyor  or  surveyors  of  the  highways  of  the  said 
parish  of  Bygrave,  on  or  before  the  1st  August,  1843,  to  the  com- 
missioners of  the  said  turnpike  trust,  or  to  Mr.  J.  Piggott,  of  Royston, 
in  the  county  of  Hertford,  their  treasurer ;  such  sum  of  9L  5s.  to  be 
wholly  laid  out  in  the  actual  repair  of  such  part  of  the  said  turnpike 
road  as  lies  within  the  said  parish  of  Bygrave,  fVom  which  the  same 
is  to  be  received.     Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  at  the  special 

session  aforesaid. 

"  Henrt  Morice  (l.  s.) 

"  J.  G.  FORDHAM  (l.  S.)" 


**  To  the  surveyors  of  the  highways  of 
the  said  parish  of  Bygrave." 


} 


By  affidavits  on  which  the  rule  was  moved^  it  ap- 
peared^ that  an  appeal  against  the  order  above  set  out 
had  been  entered  on  the  16th  of  October,  1843,  and 
after  being  respited,  at  the  instance  of  the  respondents, 
from  time  to  time,  was  heard  on  the  8th  of  April,  1844, 
when  it  was  confirmed  by  the  justices  at  quarter  ses- 
sions, with  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  appellant  to  the  re- 
spondents. 

It  further  appeared,  that  a  rule  for  a  certiorari  had 
been  obtained  (a),  to  bring  up  the  order  of  quarter 
sessions,  and  pending  that,  the  present  rule  was  moved 
for  the  purpose  of  bringing  up  the  original  order  of 
special  sessions.  After  the  first  rule  had  been  made 
absolute^  application  was  made  to  the  Court  (January 
31st,  1845)  to  discharge  the  present  rule  as  being  un- 
necessary, since  the  justices,  in  returning  the  order  of 
quarter  sessions,  would  be  bound,  in  obedience  to  the 

(a)  See  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Ifertfordshirey  ante,  p.  470. 
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1845.         writ  of  certiorari,  to  return  also  the  order  of  spedal  8»- 
The  Qubbn     ®^^°®  ^^  which  it  was  founded.     And  it  was  agreed  that 
_  _  ^'  the  present  rule  should  be  discharged  if  the  ori^nal 

order  of  special  sessions  was  in  ract  sent  up  as  a  part 
of  the  return  to  the  first  writ  That  return,  however, 
having  been  made,  and  the  order  of  special  sessions  not 
forming  part  of  it,  this  rule,  April  28th9  came  on  for 
argument 

Wordsworth,  in  support  of  the  order. — I.  There  are 
two  preliminary  objections  to  this  rule.  1.  It  is  unne- 
cessary; as  the  former  rule  to  remove  the  order  of 
quarter  sessions  ought  to  be  sufficient  to  dispose  of  the 
original  order  of  special  sessions,  and  the  justices  should 
not  be  hampered  with  two  rules  where  one  would  be 
enough ;  Begina  v.  The  Justices  of  Cornwall  (a).  2.  K 
this  is  to  be  treated  as  a  separate  and  independent  mo- 
tion, it  is  too  late ;  as  the  six  months,  during  which  ap- 
plication must  be  made  for  a  certiorari,  under  the  13 
Geo.  2,  c  18,  s.  5,  must  date  from  the  time  the  original 
order  was  made.  The  conduct  of  the  parties  applying 
for  this  rule  shews  that  they  treat  it  as  an  independent 
motion,  as  the  justices  on  whom  notices  have  been 
served  are  the  justices  who  were  present  at  special 
sessions,  and  the  justices  by  whom  the  original  order 
was  made. 

II.  Three  objections  were  made  to  the  order  on 
moving  for  the  rule.  1.  That  it  does  not  appear  on  the 
face  of  it,  that  Bygrave  is  situate  in  the  district  in  which 
the  justices  who  made  the  order  had  jurisdiction.  Begina 
V.  Martin  (J),  was  relied  on.  That  case,  however,  de- 
pended on  the  94th  section  of  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c  50, 
tiie  words  of  which  are  different  from  those  of  the  4  & 

(a)  Ante,  p.  414.  {b)  2  Q.  B.  R.  1037  n. 
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5  Vict.  c.  59,  under  which  this  order  was  made.     By  the        i845. 
94th  section  of  the  5  &6  WilL  4,  c.  50,  an  order  must  be    xhe  Qubbn 
made  at  a  special  sessions  for  the  highways,  "  to  be  held  ^• 

within  the  division  in  which  the  said  highway  may  be 
situate;"  whereas,  by  the  4  &  5  Vict,  c  59,  power  is 
given  "  to  the  justices  at  any  special  sessions  for  the  high- 
ways ''  to  make  such  an  order.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that 
under  the  latter  act,  any  justice  throughout  the  coimty 
of  Hertford  had  jurisdiction  to  make  this  order.  2.  It  is 
said  that  the  order  is  bad,  because  it  does  not  state  what 
proportion  of  the  rate  is  to  be  paid  over  to  the  commis- 
sioners, but  it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  do  so.  The 
act  orders  the  justices  to  ''adjudge  and  order  what 
portion  (if  any)  of  the  rate  or  assessment^'  shall  be  paid 
by  the  parish  surveyor.  Here  the  exact  sum  to  be  paid 
is  specified,  and  there  is  a  strict  compliance  with  the 
words  of  the  act.  3.  An  objection  is  made  that  it  is 
left  uncertain,  by  the  order,  out  of  what  rate  the  sum  is 
to  be  paid,  but  as  the  order  exactly  pursues  the  words 
of  the  act  it  is  sufficient. 

Hawkznsy  contr^ — ^I.  As  to  the  preliminary  objec- 
tions. 1.  The  apphcation  for  the  certiorari  is  necessary 
to  enable  the  parties  interested  to  bring  up  the  origi- 
nal order.  The  former  rule  directed  the  justices  of 
the  coimty  at  large,  that  is  the  quarter  sessions,  to  send 
up  the  order  of  quarter  sessions,  and  all  things  con- 
nected therewith,  but  the  original  order  now  sought  was 
not  returned,  consequently  it  must  be  presumed  that 
the  quarter  sessions  had  it  not  in  their  custody,  but 
that  it  still  remained  in  the  custody  of  the  justices  who 
made  it,  and  a  fresh  writ  is  of  course  required,  directed 
to  those  justices.  2.  The  application  is  not  too  late.  It 
certainly  is  made  more  than  six  months  after  the  date 
of  the  original  order,  but  the  six  months  begin  to  run 
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1845.        from  the  time  when  it  was  confirmed  by  the  quarter 

Thb  Qubkn    s^^oi^     ^I^  ^  proved  by  a  rule  of  this  Court  of 

,,  ^'  1  Anne,  to  be  found  in  Salkeld's  Beports,  voL  1,  n.  147. 

MOBICB.  ,  .  •  • 

and  recc^nised  m  Rex  v.  Sparrow  {a)y  which  shews  that 
a  certiorari  will  not  be  granted  pending  an  appeal; 
indeed,  unless  the  six  months  b^in  to  run  from  the 
time  of  the  confirmation  by  the  sessions,  there  would  be 
no  means  of  bringing  up  an  order  bad  upon  the  face  of 
it,  if^  as  in  the  present  instance,  an  appeal  was  pending 
during  the  six  months  afler  the  order  was  made.  Bex 
y.  The  Justices  of  Middlesex  {hi), 

II.  1.  The  order  is  bad,  for  not  shewing  that  the  pa- 
rish of  Bygraye,  upon  which  the  order  was  made,  is  with- 
in the  diyision  of  the  himdred  of  Odsey,  for  which  the 
special  sessions  was  held.  No  justices  haye  jurisdicticm 
to  make  such  an  order,  except  at  a  special  sessions  for 
the  highways,  that  means,  one  holden  under  the  general 
Highway  Act,  5  &  6  W\SL  4,  c  50,  s.  45 ;  for  the  two 
acts,  5  &  6  Will  4,  c  50,  and  4  &  5  Vict  c.  59,  must 
be  read  together.  The  fom&er  requires  the  justices 
to  hold  special  sessions  within  their  respectiye  diyisions, 
and  at  such  special  sessions  they  can  only  inquire  into 
and  adjudicate  upon  matters  arisisg  within  the  division 
for  which  the  session  is  holden ;  the  object  of  the  High- 
way Act  being,  that  the  justices  who  make  orders  re- 
lating to  the  highways,  should  be  conyersant  with  the 
locality  in  question ;  this  object  would  be  defeated  if 
justices  in  special  sessions,  for  a  particular  diyision,  might 
make  orders  upon  any  parish  in  the  county,  eyen  though 
out  of  their  division.  "  Any  special  sessions,'^  therefore, 
means,  any  special  sessions  holden  for  the  diyision  with- 
in which  the  particular  parish  is  situate :  In  re  Peer- 
less (c).     Besides,  the  caption  of  this  order  shews  that 

(a)  2  T.  R.  196,  n.     (6)  6  A.  &  E.  6j26.      (c)  1  Q.  B.  R.  143. 
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the  justices  were  only  acting  for  the  division  of  Odsey,         1846. 
and  not  for  the  county  at  large.     2.  The  proportion  of   the  Queen 
the  rate  to  be  paid  should  have  been  specified,  and  not      ,,  ^' 

*  *  MORICB. 

a  gross  sum  of  money ;  for,  as  no  more  than  three  rates 
in  the  year  can  be  levied,  neither  of  them  exceeding  lOd, 
in  the  1/.,  it  may  be,  that  the  sum  so  fixed  by  the  jus- 
tices, may  exceed  the  sum  leviable  in  one  year.  The 
act  requiring  the  justices  to  ascertain  the  length  of  road 
in  the  parish,  and  how  much  is  turnpike,  shews  also, 
that  a  proportion  of  the*  rate,  having  reference  to  the 
proportion  of  the  length  of  turnpike  road,  ought  to  be 
ordered,  and  not  a  gross  sum.  3.  The  order  should 
have  stated  out  of  what  rate  the  sum  of  9/.  5^.  was  to  be 
pud ;  it  does  not  appear  whether  it  was  to  coiHe  from 
the  first,  second,  or  third  rate,  or  any  two  together, 
and  for  that  reason  the  order  is  uncertsdn  and  bad. 

CoLERiDOE,  J. — On  the  first  point,  and  on  the  pre- 
liminary objection,  I  will  look  at  the  affidavits.  As  to 
the  two  last  points,  I  have  no  doubt.  I  think  there  is 
nothing  in  them.  It  is  objected,  that,  notwithstanding 
the  act  uses  the  word  **  portion,''  yet,  in  fact,  it  is  to  be 
construed  as  if  "  proportion ''  were  the  word  used.  But 
if  the  act  does  not  require  this  construction  in  terms, 
there  should  be  some  very  clear  implication  to  make  it 
necessary  to  adopt  it.  It  is  said,  that  such  a  construc- 
tion is  founded  on  the  requirements  of  the  act,  namely, 
that  the  justices  are  to  ascertain  "  the  length  of  the 
roads,  including  turnpike  roads,  within  a  parish,  and 
how  much  of  such  road  is  turnpike  road;"  but  see  how 
uncertain  a  rule  that  would  be.  One  mile  of  road  might 
require  repidr,  and  another  mile  might  require  none, 
and  we  cannot  infer,  that,  because  one-third  of  the  road 
required  repair,  one-third  of  the  rate  would  be  the  pro- 
per amount  to  be  expended  upon  it.     If  the  justices 
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1846.  give  an  improper  sum,  that  is  a  subject  of  appeal; -but 
Thb  Queen  would  not  be  an  objection  on  tbe  fiice  of  an  order;  it 
Mo*'*!  "  ^^^^  ^  merits.  The  other  objection,  namelj,  that 
the  order  does  not  state  out  of  what  rate  the  money  is 
to  be  paid,  is  foimded  on  this,  that  three  rates  only  m  a 
year  are  to  be  made,  together  not  exceeding  2s.  6dL  in 
the  pound ;  but  no  di£5culty  arises  from  that.  I  ocm- 
ceive  the  surveyors  cannot  go  on  to  make  a  second  rate 
imtil  the  first  is  found  insufficient ;  •  therefore,  *'  die 
rate  "  must  mean  the  rate  then  in  existence,  and,  as  id 
certum  est  quod  certum  redJi  potest,  the  order  speaks 
of  a  thing  sufficiently  certidn,  and  is  good  enough  oo 
the  face  of  it. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Coleridge,  J.,  now  delivered  the  following  judg* 
ment. — This  was  a  rule  for  a  certiorari  directed  to  two 
justices  of  Hertfordshire,  commanding  them  to  return 
an  order  made  by  them  into  this  Court,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  quashed.  It  was  objected,  that  the  rule 
ought  not  to  be  granted,  first,  because  it  was  moved 
afler  another  rule  had  been  made  absolute,  to  the  jus- 
tices of  the  same  county,  to  return  the  order  made  at 
quarter  sessions,  upon  an  appeal  against  the  order 
now  sought  to  be  brought  up,  together  with  all  things 
touching  and  concerning  it  (in  the  usual  terms),  and 
before  any  return  made  to  that  rule ;  and  it  was  said, 
that  it  was  to  be  presumed,  that  the  original  order  was 
at  the  sessions,  and  would  be  returned  with  the  ses- 
sions order ;  aud  that  this  rule,  therefore,  is  vexatious, 
and  unnecessarily  harasses  the  justices  by  mAlcing  them 
appear  to  two  rules  when  one  is  enough.  All  this 
would  be  perfectly  true  if  the  justices  had  returned 
their  original  order  to  the  sessions,  as  they  ought  to  have 
done ;  and  if  they  had  simply  sworn  to  that  fact  it  would 


EASTER  TERM,  8  VICT.  593 

have  been  an  answer  to  this  rule>  which  would  then        i845. 
have  been  discharged  with  costs.    But  if  they  have  not    thTqumn 
returned  their  original  order,  (and  this  I  am  compelled  ^• 

to  infer  from  their  silence),  then  the  answer  fails,  and 
this  second  rule  becomes  necessary.  It  was  also  ob- 
jected, that  the  applicant  for  the  rule  was  out  of  time, 
because  the  ori^nal  order  was  made  more  than  six 
months  before  the  application  for  it.  It  is,  however, 
well  settled,  that  the  six  months  are  not  to  be  counted 
from  the  making  of  the  order,  but  from  its  confirmation 
by  the  sessions,  in  case  of  an  appeal ;  if  this  were  not 
8o,  a  party  would  not  be  secure  of  his  double  remedy 
by  appeal  and  certiorari:  and  here  this  rule  was  moved 
within  six  months  from  the  time  of  its  confirma- 
tion by  the  sessions.  This  brings  me  to  the  objection 
to  the  order  itself,  which  is,  tiiat,  upon  the  face  of 
it,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  magistrates  had  juris- 
diction. It  purports  to  be  made  at  a  special  sessions 
for  the  highways,  holden  at  Royston,  in  and  for  the  di- 
vision of  the  himdred  of  Odsey,  in  the  county  of  Hert- 
ford ;  it  relates  to  the  roads  within  the  parish  of  By- 
grave,  and  orders  a  sum  to  be  paid  from  the  highway 
rate  of  that  parish  towards  the  repair  of  a  road  within 
it ;  but  it  nowhere  states  Bygrave  to  be  within  that  di- 
vision. The  order  was  made  under  the  4  &  5  Vict  o. 
59,  s.  1,  and  the  power  to  make  it  is  given  ^'to  the 
justices  at  any  special  sessions  for  the  highways  holden 
after  the  passing  of  this  act"  These  words  manifestly 
point,  not  to  a  special  session  to  be  holden  by  any  two 
justices  convened  for  the  particular  occasion,  but  to  the 
periodical  special  sessions  held  by  annual  appointment 
under  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  SO,  s.  45 ;  and  it  is  in  accord- 
ance with  the  policy  of  this  statute,  and  certainly  most 
conducive  to  a  satisfactory  exercise  of  the  powers  of 
justices  in  respect  of  the  highways,  to  bring  all  questions 
of  this  sort  to  the  decision  of  periodical  meetings  of 

VOL.  I.  T  T  N.  S.  C* 
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lBi6.        magistrateBy  when  a  sufficiently  numerous  attendance 
Tn  QuBBK    ^^  of  them  and  of  parties  ooncemed  may  be  leason- 
^*  ably  expected.    We  are  then  to  refer  to  this  statute 

The  49th  section  enacts,  that  the  justices  of  the  peace 
within  their  respective  divisions  must  hold  not  less  than 
eight,  nor  more  than  twelve  spedal  sessions  in  ev«fy 
year  for  executing  the  purposes  of  the  aet;  Ae  days 
to  be  fixed  at  a  special  sessions  to  be  holden  within 
fourteen  days  after  the  28th  of  March  in  every  year. 
These  provisions  all  pwit  to  a  local  limitation  of  juris- 
diction. The  power  is  given  to  justices  within  their 
respective  divisions,  and  the  surveyor  of  each  paridi 
within  the  divisicm  is  to  appear  before  them,  and  the  re- 
turn which  he  is  compelled  to  make  annuaUy^  in  Mardii 
is  calculated  to  inform  the  magbtrates  acting  for  the 
division  of  the  state  of  the  highways  in  his  parish,  the 
quantity  of  repairs  done^  and  the  expense  incurred;  to 
give  them,  in  shorty  such  information  as  must  be  very 
material  for  the  due  exercise  of  the  powers  conferred  oo 
them  by  the  statute  of  4  &  5  Vict,  c  69,  now  in  ques- 
tion. For  any  act  to  be  done  at  these  periodical  ses- 
sions, it  is  dear,  that  the  jurisdiction  would  depend  on 
the  parish  being  within  the  division  where  the  justices 
are  acting ;  and  that  fact  must  of  course  be  stated  in  tbe 
order,  or  must  be  matter  of  necessary  implication. 
Here  it  is  not  stated,  nor  can  it  be  collected,  that  Bj- 
grave  is  within  the  division  in  and  for  which  the  special 
sessions  were  holden  at  which  the  order  was  made. 
The  rule,  therefore,  for  a  return,  will,  on  this  ground 
be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 
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1846. 


The  Queek  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Sevenoars.         April  zoth. 


On 


the  29th  of  July^  18435  an  order  was  made  by  An  order  of  re. 
two  justices  of  the  county  of  Kent  for  the  removal  of  the  29th  of 
Elizabeth  Quinnell  from  the  parish  of  Sevenoaks  m  that  ^^^l^;^^ 
county,  to  the  parish  of  St  Luke,  in  the  coimty  of  ^^^  ^^^  ^e 

---..--,  ._.,  •  /»    1  1  1       examinatioDg 

Miaalesex.      Ihe  execution  of  the  order  was  at  the  on  the  7th  of 
same  time  suspended,  on  account  of  the  illness  of  the  thc^^uttiof  Oc- 
pauper,  and  the  order  and  suspension,  with  the  examin-  tobcr  following. 

ft  noucCy  ttftCCQ 

ations,  were  served  on  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  St.  6th  of  Septem. 
Luke  on  the  7th  of  August  on  the  respond- 

On  the  lUh  of  October,  a  notice  of  appeal,  dated  the  ^J^u^^  uT- 
6rt  of  September y  with  grounds  of  appeal,  was  served  on  tended  ftt  the 

next  quarter 

the  respondents.     The  notice  stated,  ^^  that  the  parish  sessions  to 
o£Scers  of  St.  Luke  intended,  at  the  riext  general  quarter  ^  appwl.  The 
sessions  of  the  peace  to  be  holden  for  the  said  county  of  "*"*  «ewions 

'^  ^  were  held  on 

Kent,  to  commence,  enter,  tryy  and  prosecute  an  appeal  the  I7th  of  Oc- 

against  the  said  order."  |he  p'raSce  of 

The  next  quarter  sessions  were  held  on  the  17th  of  ^^^^^^f 

^  eignt  days  no- 

October.  tioe  of  trial  was 

reqnired. 

By  the  practice  of  the  sessions,  eight  clear  days'  no-      Therespond- 

ents,  consider- 
ing the  notice 
iosoffident,  did  not  attend  the  October  sessions,  and  heard  nothing  more  of  the  appeal  till 
the  15th  of  Febmary,  1844,  when  they  recdved  from  the  appelkmts  a  copy  of  an  order 
made  at  tiie  January  sessions,  1844,  quashing  the  order  of  remoyal,  and  directing  the 
respondents  to  pay  5/.,  costs,  to  the  appellants. 

On  an  affidavit  of  the  respondents,  stating  these  facts,  and  that  they  "  were  informed 
and  belifffed''  that  no  appeal  had  been  prosecuted,  or  entered  and  respited  at  the  October 
■esnons  t — Htld^  that  this  affidarit,  uncontradicted,  made  out  a  sufficient  primd  facie  case 
that  no  proceedings  were  taken  at  the  October  sessions,  at  which,  being  the  next  practicable 
sessions  after  the  date  of  the  order,  the  appellants  were  bound  to  enter,  and  either  to  try, 
or  to  respite  their  appeal ;  and  that,  not  baring  done  so,  the  January  sessions  had  no  juris- 
diction to  entertain  the  appeal. 

On  motion  for  a  certiorari  to  remove  into  this  Court  an  order  of  sessions,  the  affidarits 
alleged  that  the  respondents  were  not  present  at  the  sessions,  but  that  tiie  order  was  served 
apon  them  by  the  appellants,  with  a  caption  stating  the  sessions  to  have  been  held  before 
J.  B.,  J.  J.,  and  others,  &c.,  and  that  notice  of  the  application  for  the  certiorari  had  been 
•enred  on  th»  said  J.  B.  and  J.  J.,  "  who  were  two  of  the  justices  present  at  the  sessions, 
at  whidi  the  order  was  made,  and  two  of  the  same  justices  whose  names  appear  in  the  cap- 
tion of  the  order."  The  order  with  the  caption  was  anneied  to  the  affidarits : — Held  suf* 
llcient  to  support  the  application. 

T  t2 
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1846.  tice  is  required  to  be  given  by  the  appellant  to  the 
ThbQusbk  respondent  parish^  previous  to  the  trial  of  an  appeal 
»  ,^  ^?'       .  against  an  order  of  removal. 

Inhabitants  of    ^ 

Sbtbnoaks.  The  respondents,  therefore,  considering  the  sendee  of 
the  said  notice  of  appeal  to  be  defective  and  insuffident, 
did  not  attend  at  the  Michaelmas  sessions,  on  the  17tK 
of  October ;  and  their  attorney  stated  on  affidavit^  that 
**  fie  was  informed  and  verily  believed^  that  no  appeal 
was  prosecuted,  or  entered  and  respited,  by  or  on  bdialf 
of  the  said  parish  of  St  Luke,  against  the  said  order  of 
removal  at  those  sessions." 

No  other  notice  or  groimds  of  appeal  were  served  hj 
the  appellants,  and  nothing  more  was  heard  by  the  re- 
spondents of  or  about  the  appeal  until  the  15th  of  Feb* 
ruary,  1844,  when  the  following  order  was  served  upon 
them  by  the  appellants : — 

^^  Kent. — At  the  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace 
of  our  lady  the  Queen,  holden  at  Maidstone,  in  and  for 
the  county  of  Kent,  on  Thursday,  in  the  week  next 
afler  the  28th  day  of  December,  to  wit,  the  4th  day  of 
January,  (7  Vict),  1844,  before  Joseph  Berensy  James 
Jacobsouy  John  Malcolm,  Esquires,  and  others  their  as- 
sociates, justicesj  &c. 

"Upon  an  appeal,  &c,  from  an  order,  &c. — Now, 
upon  reading  the  said  order,  and  hearing  counsel,  and 
what  could  be  alleged  on  behalf  of  the  said  parish  of  St 
Luke,  no  person  appearing  on  behalf  of  the  said  parish 
of  Sevenoaks,  it  is  ordered  by  this  Court,  that  the  order 
so  made  by  the  said  justices  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby 
in  all  points  quashed.  And  it  is  further  ordered  by  tfiu 
Court,  that  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 
Sevenoaks  do  forthwith  pay  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
of  the  parish  of  St.  Luke  the  sum  of  5£,  for  and  to- 
wards the  costs  and  charges  they  have  been  at  in  and 

about  the  said  appeal 

"  By  the  Court" 
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In  the  following  Easter  Term  (May  Bth),  Deedes  ob-         i84^. 
tained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  certiorari  to  remove  into  this    xhTquekn 
Court  the  above  order  of  sessions,  together  with  all   ,     ,f- 

.  InhabitaDts  of 

things  touching  the  same,   for  the  purpose  of  being     Sstsmoaks. 

quashed.     He  moved  on  affidavits  of  the  respondents 

and  their  attorney,  to  which  the  order  of  sessions  was 

annexed.     They  stated  the  d^ove  facts,  and  that  notice 

of  the  application  for  the  certiorari  had  been  served  on 

Joseph  Berens  and  James  Jacobson,  Esquires,  and  ^'  that 

they  were  two  of  the  justices  present  at  the  said  general 

quarter  sessions,  at  which  the  said  order  was  made,  and 

are  two  of  the  same  justices  whose  names  appear  and 

are  mentioned  in  the  heading  or  caption  of  the  said 

order." 

The  notice  was  signed,  ''  Austen  and  Holcroft,  attor- 
nies  for  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  Sevenoaks." 

No  cause  being  shewn,  the  rule  for  the  certiorari  was 
made  absolute  in  Trinity  Term  (June  6th),  1844,  and 
the  order  of  sessions,  with  the  original  order  of  removal^ 
returned  into  this  court. 

In  Hilary  Term  (January  18th),  1845,  Pashley  obtain- 
ed a  rule  nisi  to  quash  the  certiorari.  The  rule  was 
drawn  up  on  reading  the  affidavits  filed  when  the 
former  rule  was  moved,  with  the  writ  of  certiorari^  and 
the  return  thereto. 

DeedeSy  for  the  respondents,  in  this  term  (a),  shewed 
cause  against  the  latter  rule. — This  is  an  application 
to  the  indulgence  of  the  Court  to  be  allowed  to  do 
now  what  ought  to  have  been  done  at  an  earlier 
stage.  Where  a  case  has  been  granted  at  the  ses- 
sions, a  certiorari  is  obtained  as  a  matter  of  course,  so 
that  9  substantive  motion  is  afterwards  necessary  to 

(d)  April  2drd,  before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  Patieton,  fViltiami, 
and  Wightman,  Js. 
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1845.         quaah  the  writ :  Regina  v.  Cartwarth  (a)..    But  where 

Thb  Quken    ^^  ^^^^^  ^  ^^®®^  granted,  it  is  neoeeaary  to  obtain  and 
V'  serve  a  rule  niBL  Sach  a  rule  was  obtained  here  upon  the 

Inbab^tants  of  , 

Sbtbnoau.  same  materials  as  are. now  before  the  Court,  and  wu 
served  on  the  parish  officers  of  St.  Luke ;  if  they  in- 
tended to  oppose  it,  they  should  have  shewn  cause  in 
June,  when  it  was  made  absolute,  and  not  have  waited 
till  November;  which  could  only  be  for  the  purpose  of 
throwing  the  respondents  over  the  six  months  in  whidi 
they  could  still  move  for  a  certiorari.  The  Court,  there- 
fore, will  not  interfere  unless  in  furtherance  of  jusdoe, 
and  the  merits  of  the  case:  Rex  v.  Wak^li  (i).  In  /fax 
*  v.  NichoUi  (c),  there  was  no  notice  given  to  the  justicei^ 

and  in  Rex  v.  Rattislaw  (^,  one  of  the  justices  served  was 
shewn  not  to  have  been  present  at  the  sessions.  [Fah 
tesan,  J.,  mentioned  Rex  v.  The  Juttices  of  Su$sex(ey] 

But  the  notice  is  sufficient,  as  it  dearly  appears  that 
the  justices  served  were  two  of  the  justices  before  whom 
the  order  was  made.  The  respondents  were  not  present 
at  the  sessions,  having  received  no  valid  notice  of  appeal; 
they,  therefore,  had  not  the  means  of  knowing  what 
took  place  there.  But  they  were  served  by  the  appel« 
lants  with  the  order  of  sessions,  in  the  caption  of  whidi 
the  names  of  the  justices  appear.  That  order  is  annex* 
ed  to  the  affidavit  of  service,  and  must  be  read  with  it, 
and  there  they  are  clearly  identified.  At  all  events, 
the  appellants,  having  served  the  order  with  such  a  head- 
ing, cannot  now  object  that  the  statement  in  it  is  incor- 
rect. In  Regina  v.  Cartwarth  {a\  there  was  no  affidavit 
of  the  identity  of  the  justices,  or  of  their  having  been  at 
the  sessions,  or  even  justices  of  the  coimty  at  that  time. 
And  in  Regina  v.  Tlie  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (/)> 


(a)  13  Law  J.,N.S.,  M.C.,  26.  (d)  5  Dowl.  539. 

lb)  1  Burr.  485.  («)  1  M.  &  S.  631. 

(c)  5  T.  R.  280,  n.  (/)  Ante,  p.  406. 


^ 
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the  order  was  not  annexed  to  the  affidavit,  as  it  is  here ; 
nor  was  it  stated,  that  the  justices  named  in  the  notice 
were  two  of  those  before  whom  the  order  was  made. 
There  is  no  affidavit  by  the  appeUants  contradicting  that 
of  the  respondents,  and  the  latter  could  not  file  supple* 
mental  affidavits  of  the  fact :  Regina  v.  Gilbersame  (a). 


1845. 


Tbv  Qubbk 

V, 

iDhabttnits  of 
Sbvxmoaks. 


Poihley,  contrd. — The  question  is,  whether  the  men- 
tion of  the  names  in  the  caption  so  distinguishes  the  case 
from  Reffina  v.  Tlie  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  {h)j  as  to 
make  this  statement  sufficient.  The  usual  practice  at 
sessions  is,  for  the  derk  of  the  peace  to  take  down  the 
names  oS  the  justices  present  at  the  sitting  of  the  Court 
on  the  first  day :  those  names  are  afterwards  inserted  in 
the  caption  of  all  the  proceedings  at  the  sessions,  which 
may  last  several  days ;  or  be  divided  into  two  courts, 
(since  the  59  Geo.  3,  c  28,  continued  by  1  Vict  c  14, 
8. 4);  so  that  it  is  perfectly  consistent  with  the  affidavits, 
that  the  two  justices  served  may  have  left  the  sessions, 
or  been  ntting  in  the  other  court.  The  13  Greo.  2,  c.  18, 
8.  6,  which  requires  notice  to  be  ^ven,  must  be  con- 
strued strictly.  It  requires  the  service  of  the  notice  to 
be  ^  duly  proved  upon  oath.^  That  is  not  done  in  this 
ease ;  and  Regina  v.  Bloxham  {c)  shews  that  the  Court 
will  not  refer  to  one  document  to  support  another  {d). 

Cur.  adve  vult. 


.    (a)  13  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  M.  C, 

(6)  Ante,  p.  406. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  370. 

(<7)  Another  objection  to  the 
nifficiency  of  the  notice  was,  that 
it  was  signed  only  by  the  attor- 
nies,  whose  authority  had  been 
determined  on  the  decision  at  the 
sessions.  The  argument  is  omit- 
ted, as  the  point  was  not  noticed 
in  the  judgment,  but  the  folbwing 


cases  were  cited  upon  it : — Rex 
y.  The  Jttatkes  of  Lancashire,  4 
B.  &  A.  289;  Eegina  ▼.  The 
Justices  of  Lancashire^  11  A.  & 
E.  144 ;  Regina  v.  How,  Id.  159; 
Lewis  V.  Lord  TankermUe,  11 
M,  &  W.  109  ;  Barker  v.  St. 
Quintin,  12  M.  &  W.  441 ;  Roll. 
Abr.  "  Attorney,"  M. ;  Regina 
V.  Solly,  9  Dowl.  115  ;  Regina  v. 
The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding, 
en\k,  p.  406. 
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1945.  Lord  Denman^  C.  J.>  delivered  the  judgment  of 

ThbOubsm    *^®  Court — We  are  of  opinion  that  this  caae  ia  di»- 

t'*  tinimishable  from  that  of  Reqina  y.  The  JustuxM  of  At 

InUbitanUof  . 

SsFSNOAXA.  fVest  Biding  (a),  where  it  appeared  firom  the  facts  stated, 
that  both  parties  were  present  in  court  at  tiie  quarter 
sessions,  where  the  order  was  confirmed,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  on  a  case.  There,  however,  the 
justices  were  not  even  stated  to  have  been  part  of  the 
Court  present  on  the  day  when  the  order  of  seasioiis 
was  made,  the  affidavit  on  which  the  motion  for  the 
certiorari  was  founded  not  saying  that  the  appeal  was 
heard  by  or  before  them,  or  that  they  were  in  court  at 
all  during  the  hearing ;  and  no  copy  of  the  proceedings 
was  sent.  In  this  case,  however,  the  parties  applying 
for  a  certiorari  were  not  at  the  sessions,  but  a  copy  of 
what  took  place  there  was  sent  to  them  by  tlie  other 
side.  That  copy  sets  out  the  order  of  sessions,  and  the 
heading  of  the  order  contain^  the  names  of  Mr.  Berens 
and  Mr.  Jacobson,  amongst  others,  as  being  the  justtoes 
before  whom  the  sessions  were  held.  Then,  the  affidavit 
of  service  of  the  notice  of  application  for  the  certionui 
states,  that  Mr.  Berens  and  Mr.  Jacobson  were  served 
with  the  notice,  that  they  were  two  of  the  justices  pre- 
sent at  the  sessions  when  the  order  was  made,  and 
whose  names  appear  in  the  heading  or  caption  of  the 
order.  We  think  that  this  copy  of  the  order  is  sofB- 
cient  prim&  facie  evidence  against  the  party  serving  it, 
and  against  the  justices.  If  there  were  any  mistake  as 
to  the  service,  and  these  two  justices  were  not  in  fact 
present  at  the  hearing,  it  should  have  been  shewn  by 
affidavit  on  the  other  side.  This  decision,'  therefore, 
makes  it  necessary  for  us  to  hear  the  case. 

Rule  to  quash  certiorari  dischaiged. 

(ff)  Ante,  ]^  406. 
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PashUy  now  shewed  cause  against  the  rule  for  quash-        1845. 
ing  the  order  of  sessions. — If  the  proceedings  at  the    ,|,^^  qu«n 
Epiphany  sessions  were  a  nullity,  their  order  cannot  be   .  ,  ,  ?• 

^  rJ  ^  jy  Inhabitanta  of 

considered  a  grievance  to  the  respondents,  and,  there-  Ssybnoau. 
fore,  this  Court  will  not  interfere.  Where  a  grievance 
is  shewn  to  exist,  this  Court  will  relieve  by  certiorari, 
provided  there  is  no  other  remedy.  In  Wylie  v.  Birch  (a), 
it  was  held,  that  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for  a  fake 
return  was  answered  by  pleas  shewing  that  the  plaintiff 
had  suffered  no  damage.  So,  in  Ex  parte  Lord  Giffard  (6), 
which  was  an  application  for  a  certiorari  to  bring  up 
recognisances  of  the  peace,  on  the  groimd  that  the  jus- 
tices had  acted  without  jurisdiction  in  requiring  a  peer 
to  enter  into  such  recognisance,  fVUhams,  J.,  refused  to 
interfere,  because  the  party  applying  was  not  in  custody, 
and,  therefore,  not  damnified.  Regina  v.  The  Committee^ 
men  for  the  South  Holland  Drainage  (c)  and  Regina  v.  The 
Justices  of  the  West  Riding  {d)  shew,  that  the  Court  will 
exercise  a  discretion  in  such  cases.  In  Regina  v.  The 
Justices  of  the  West  Riding  {e),  where  a^  mandamus  was 
granted  to  erase  an  entry  from  the  records  of  quarter 
sessions,  the  party  applying  had  no  remedy  but  by  fur- 
ther proceedings  at  the  sessions,  and  it  was  to  facilitate 
those  that  the  mandamus  issued.  In  this  case,  however, 
the  applicants  have  their  remedy  in  their  own  hands. 
The  order  of  removal  has  been  suspended,  and  when 
the  suspension  is  taken  off,  it  will  be  competent  for  the 
respondents  to  execute  the  order,  when,  if  iSie  expenses 
due  imder  it  be  not  paid,  they  may  proceed  under  the 


(a)  4  Q.  B.  R.  566.  tion  was  made,  Dalton  writing 

(6)   Ant^,    p.  490.      In   the  before  the  21  Jac.  1 ,  c.  8,  which 

course  of  this  case,  Lord  Den-  makes  no  such  distinction. 

man,   C.  J.,  observed,  that  the  (c)  8  A.  &  E.  429. 

authorities    cited    in    Ex  parte  (d)  7  A.  &  £.  583. 

Lord  Gifford  do  not  bear  out  the  (e)  Ante,  p.  98. 

proposition  onwhich  the  applica- 
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1845.  statute  (a)  by  distress;  and  if  the  sessions  were  without 
The  QuBkN  j^^'isdictiony  there  will  be  no  danger,  as,  if  an  action 
iBlMbitanta  of  ^''^^^^  ^  brcJoght,  it  would  be  for  those  who  rely  on 
Sbvbkoaks.  the  order  of  sessions  to  make  out  the  jurisdicticm.  If 
it  is  objected  that  the  justices  at  sessions  had  no  juris- 
dictioh  to  make  the  order,  because  the  a{^)eal  against 
the  order  of  removal  had  not  been  entered  and  respited 
at  the  previous  sessions  in  October,  that  fact  dionld 
have  been  sworn  to  positively,  and  not  only  aoooiding 
to  '^in&rmation  and  belief,"  whidi  is  not  sufllcienl: 
Symes  v.  Amor  (ft),  Joynes  v.  CoOmscn  (c).  Therefore^ 
as  the  respondents  &il  to  shew  that  no  entry  was  made 
at  those  sessions,  they  can  only  now  dispute  the  deci- 
sion of  the  justices  as  to  the  sufBdency  of  the  notice  of 
trial  No  form  of  notice  is  necessary  to  give  them 
jurisdiction ;  and  of  the  sufficiency  of  such  notice  tbej 
are  the  proper  judges.  And,  although  no  not^  of  trial 
was  given  except  that  which  was  served  only  three 
days  before  the  October  sessions,  the  justices  may  have 
thought  that  a  good  notice  for  the  January  sessioBB: 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Qieshire  {d).  If  this  were  not 
so,  the  sufficiency  of  a  uotice  of  trial  in  any  inferior 
coiut  might  be  brought  here  to  be  reviewed. 

Baines  and  DeedeSy  contr^ — As  to  the  first  objection, 
that  there  has  been  no  grievance,  that  is  suffidentlj 
answered  by  the  order  itself,  which  directs  the  respond- 
ents to  pay  the  sum  of  5/.,  and  discharges  an  order  of 
removal  obtained  by  them,  which  henceforth  will  be 
conclusive  against  their  parish.  [Lord  Denmany  C.  J. 
— There  is  no  doubt  about  the  grievance.  We  have 
some  doubt  about  the  jurisdiction.]  The  dates,  as  they 
appear  from  the  affidavits,  shew,  that  the  sessions  had 


(a)  35  Geo.  3,  e.  101,  s.  2.  (c)  2  D.  &  L.  449. 

(b)  6  M.  8t  W.  814.  (d)  8  A.  &  E.  39S. 
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no  joriadiotion  to  try  the  i4)peal  at  the  Januarj  seaaioiiB,        1845. 
1844.     The  first  practicable  sessionB  for  trial  whioh  oc-    x«m  Qusmir 
curred  after  the  service  of  the  order  of  removal  upon   ,  ^  ^?*  _  - 

'^         Inhftbitanti  of 

the  respondents  were  in  October,  1843,  and  the  apfeai  Sbvbhoaki. 
might  have  been  entered  and  respited  then.  No  affida* 
mi,  however,  is  made  by  the  appellants  that  it  was  so 
entered,  which  there  might  have  been  if  the.  fact  was 
80,  and  the  respondents,  certainly,  did  not  enter  it,  for 
they  did  not  go  to  the  October  sessions.  Their  ajfida* 
yiU  therefore,  that,  aocording  to  their  "  information  and 
belief,"  there  was  no  entry,  is  all  that  it  was  in  their 
power  to  swear  to,  and  must  be  taken  to  be  true  unless 
contradicted.  If,  then,  the  appeal  was  not  entered  in 
October,  the  sessions  had  no  jurisdiction  to  try  it  in 
January.  By  the  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c  76,  s,  81,  it  is  pro- 
vided, that  no  appeal  shall  be  heard  unless  fourteen 
days'  notice  of  appeal  be  given  before  the  first  day  of 
the  sessions  at  which  such  appeal  is  intended  to  be 
tried ;  but  in  this  case  the  appellants  gave  notice  on  the 
14th  of  October,  that  they  intended  to  ^^  commence, 
enter,  try,  and  prosecute ''  their  appeal  at  the  sessions 
which  were  to  be  holden  only  three  days  after.  [^fVigh^ 
man,  J. — Why  did  not  the  respondents  go  to  the  Janu* 
ary  sessions  ?]  Because  the  only  notice  of  trial  they 
had  was  for  the  October  sessions,  which  they  knew  to 
be  impracticable.  If  the  appellants  intended  to  try  at 
the  January  sessions,  they  ought  to  have  sent  a  notice 
of  trial  for  those  sessions.  [Fattesariy  J. — The  aflSda- 
vits  do  not  clearly  negative  your  having  received 
notice  of  trial  for  that  time.]  The  contrary,  however, 
cannot  be  assumed;  no  notice  appears  to  have  been 
served  on  the  respondents,  except  that  on  the  14th  of 
October. 

The  suspension  of  the  order  makes  no  difference  as 
to  appealing.     The  order,  though  suspended,  must  be 
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1845.        served  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  the  appeal  must  be 
Thb  Qubbn    ^  ^^  ^^^^  practicable  sessions  after  service  (a). 

InLabitentt  of 

SmvsNOAKf.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — This  case  has  required  a  great 
deal  of  consideration.  Mr.  Pashley  contended  that  there 
was  no  grievance,  and,  therefore,  that  this  Court,  in  the 
exercise  of  its  discretion,  would  not  interfere.  But  I 
think  there  is  a  grievance,  and,  therefore,  that  we  oij^t 
to  interfere.  The  question  was  then  raised^  whether  die 
Michaelmas  sessions,  which  were  the  next  in  time  after 
the  order  of  removal  in  this  case,  were  the  next  pnM>- 
ticable  sessions,  so  as  to  make  it  incumbent  on  the 
appellants  to  enter  their  appeal  at  those  sessions.  The 
order  of  removal  was  served  on  the  7ih  of  August 
There  was  a  notice  of  appeal  to  the  next  sessions,  dated 
the  6th  of  September,  but  it  wbb  not  served  till  tiie  14th 
of  October.  The  Michaelmas  sessions  were  held  on  the 
17th  of  October,  and  at  those  sessions  nothing  i^pean 
to  have  been  done ;  but,  at  the  following  Epiphany  ses- 
sions, the  order  of  removal  was  quashed  in  the  absence 
of  the  respondents.    It  is  important  to  consider,  whether, 

# 

if  the  Michaelmas  sessions  were  the  next  practicable 
sessions,  a  party  is  to  be  allowed  to  lie  by  in  thb  manner; 
and  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  that  which  was  practi- 
cable in  September  does  not  become  impracticaUe  by 
his  keeping  back  the  notice,  and  not  serving  it  till 
October.  I,  therefore,  think  the  appellants  should  have 
gone  to  the  next  practicable  sessions  in  October.  It 
may  be,  that  each  party  has  attempted  to  overreach  the 

• 

(a)  The  49  Geo.  3,  c.  124,  rules    which  govern   other  like 

8.  2,  enacts,  "  that  when  the  eze-  cases,  from  the  time  of  serving 

cution  of  any  order  of  removal  such   order,  and   not   from  the 

shall  be  suspended,  the  time  of  time  of  making  such  remoTiIt 

appealing  against  such  order  shall  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  same." 
be  computed,  according  to  the 
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other,  and  I  think  it  would  have  been  much  better  if       1846. 
some  conununication  had  been  made  by  one  of  the  pro-    ^hb  Qubkn 
fessional  men  to  the  other.     He  would  have  done  him-   ,,.*'* 

i/»         j«  J  J     1  •  /»  Inhabitaiite  of 

self  credit,  and  saved  this  case  from  some  embarrass-  SivsNOAKf. 
ment.  The  question  then  is,  whether  the  Epiphany 
sessions,  when  they  quashed  this  order,  had  any  posses- 
sion of  the  appeal  so  as  to  give  them  jurisdiction  to  do 
so.  It  is  made  out  most  clearly  to  my  mind,  that  they 
acted  in  a  case  over  which  they  had  no  control,  and  that 
they  had  no  right  in  January  to  give  judgment  in  a 
cause  which  ought  to  have  been,  and  was  not  entered 
in  October.  That  is  sufficiently  evident  upon  the  affi- 
davit made  by  the  respondents ;  the  other  party  had  the 
opportunity  of  denying  it,  but  have  not  availed  them- 
selves of  it ;  so  that  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  suffi- 
ciently made  out  that  the  sessions  acted  without  juris- 
diction, and  that  their  order  must  be  quashed. 

Patteson,  J. — My  only  doubt  has  been,  whether  the 
affidavit  of  the  attorney  for  the  respondents  makes  out  a 
sufficient  primd  facie  case  of  the  absence  of  the  entry 
and  respite  at  the  Michaelmas  sessions.  If  the  affidavit 
is  sufficient,  the  case  is  clear.  Here  is  an  order  made 
and  suspended  in  July,  1843,  and  a  copy,  of  the  order 
and  notice  of  its  suspension  were  served  on  the  opposite 
party  in  August.  Therefore,  as  there  was  abundance  of 
time  for  the  appellants  to  go  to  the  Michaelmas  sessions, 
they  were  the  next  practicable  sessions;  and,  though 
I  agree  that  where  appellants  have  time  to  go  to  the 
next  practicable  sessions,  they  are  not  compellable  to 
try  at  them,  still  they  should  apply  to  the  Court  to  be 
allowed  to  enter  and  respite  their  appeal;  and,  if  that 
had  been  done  here,  they  would  have  had  a  right  to  go 
to  the  Epiphany  sessions  to  try.  But  they  gave  a  no- 
tice, dated  the  6th  of  September,  of  their  intention  to 
try  at  the  next  sessions,  and  I  dare  say  when  the  notice 
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1845.  waa  ^WA  up^  they  did  intend  it.  That  notioe  was  M 
iteQunir  "^^^^^  ^  ^  ^^^  ^'f  October,  and  it  does  not  i^qpev 
,...*'       .  that  any  alteration  was  made  in  the  terms  of  it  ai  to 

Inkabitaiiti  of  ^ 

SavKNOABi.  the  time  of  trying  the  appeal.  But  tiie  i^pellante  had 
no  light  to  pass  over  the  AGohaehnaa  aessionB  and  post- 
pone the  trial  of  the  appeal,  unless  the  order  of  remonl 
was  served  too  late,  according  to  the  practice  of  those 
sessions,  there  having  been  no  proceeding  at  the  inter- 
mediate sessions  to  keep  the  appeal  alive.  Then  didthey 
.  enter  and  respite  it  at  the  Michaelmas  seasions?  Hie 
affidavit  would  certainly  have  been  more  satisfiM^toiy  if 
it  had  stated  that,  by  inquiry  made  of  the  clerk  of  the 
peace,  it  appeared  they  did  not,  and  I  have  still  some 
doubt  as  to  its  suffidency,  as  I  have  a  great  objectioD  to 
affidavits  sworn  upon  information  and  belief.  The  r^* 
spondents  should  have  procured  better  evidence  if  pos- 
sible. But,  as  the  other  side  had  abundant  means  of 
contradicting  the  statement,  and  shewing  the  real  exists 
ence  of  those  facts,  without  which  there  would  be  a  total 
want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  sessions,  and  have  not  done 
so,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  must  hold  these  materials  soA 
ficient.  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  the  sessions  were 
either  imposed  upon  or  overlooked  the  point  altogether, 
and  made  no  inquiry.  But,  be  that  as  it  may,  thifl 
notice  seems  to  have  been  considered  as  passing  by  the 
Miohaehnas  sessions,  so  that  no  entry  was  made  there. 
The  Epiphany  sessions,  therefore,  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
make  this  order. 

Williams,  J. — This  notice  appears  to  have  been 
treated  by  the  justices  as  null  and  void  for  the  Michael- 
mas, and  good  for  the  Epiphany  sessions.  It  seems  to 
me,  the  only  question  is,  what  we  are  to  take  the  Mich- 
aehnas  sessions  to  be.  If  we  are  to  deem  them  any 
thing,  and  reckon  them  at  all,  the  appellants  were  bound 
to  enter  their  appeal  there;  for  I  agree  with  the  rest  ^ 
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» 

the  Court,  that  parties  have  no  right  by  their  own  con-        1845. 
duct  to  make  that  impracticable  which  is  in  fact  practi-    ^^^^  qubbx 
cable.    There  was  abundant  time  after  the  date  of  the   ,  ^  ^?'  ^  . 

lohabiUnti  of 

notice  in  September  for  trial  in  October,  and  we  must 
not  allow  the  wilful  delay  of  the  appellanti  to  make 
those  sessions  impracticable.  That  being  so,  I  think  the 
Court  ought  to  interfere.  It  was  necessary  that  there 
■hould  have  been  an  entry  in  October,  which  it  seems  to 
me  was  not  made;  it  is  true,  the  statement  in  the  affi- 
davit  is  only  on  information  and  belief  of  the  attorney, 
but  the  appellants  do  not  contradict  it»  and  it  must  have 
been  a  &ct  completely  in  their  knowledge. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  agree  that  this  rule  must  be  abso- 
lute. The  appellants  were  bound  to  go  to  the  next  prac- 
ticable sessions  after  the  service  of  the  order.  That 
having  been  served  in  August,  it  was  quite  practicable  for 
them  to  enter  and  respite  their  appeal  at  the  Michaelmas 
sessions;  and,  not  having  done  so,  the  entry  at  the  Epi- 
phany sessions  was  improper,  as,  by  withholding  the 
notice  till  October,  they  did  not  render  the  Michaelmas 
sessions  impracticable  for  the  purpose  of  entry.  The 
ajfidavit  of  the  attorney,  as  to  his  information  and  belief 
that  no  such  entry  was  made,  seems  to  me  quite  enough 
to  put  the  other  side  to  proof  of  it;  and,  as  nothing  is 
stated  by  them  in  answer,  I  think  it  must  be  taken  that 
no  proceeding  at  all  took  place  at  the  Michaelmas  ses- 
sions. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 
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1845. 

May  3rd,      "^^^  QuEBN  V,  The  Inhabitants  of  St,  Annb's,  West- 
minster. 

The  ezamina-  vJn  i^peal  against  an  order  of  a  justice,  Mr.  Bin^uim, 
of  a  settlement  a  police  ma^tratc,  &c.,  dated'21st  July,  1843,  for  the 
leged  that  removal  of  Thomas  Mundaj,  his  wife,  and  fiye  children, 

mi^tio^"  ^^  ^^  P*™"^  ^^  ^^  Leonard's,  Shoreditch,  to  Ae 
with  the  will      parish  of  St.  Anne's,  Westminster,  both  in  the  county 

annexed  were 

granted  to  the    of  Middlesex,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject 
Sathe' aaad-    ^  ^^  opinion  of  this  Court  on  a  case. 
OT^'fed^"'  ^       "^^^  adjudication  of  the  pauper's  settlement  in  the 
estote,  &c.  The  order  WHS  stated  to  be  ^^  on  the  examination  of  the  pre- 

letterB  of  ad-  .  i  i      i  •  m        ^     i 

ministration  miscs  upon  Oath,  and  Other  cu*cumstances,    and  the  ex- 

bi^OTe  auTre^  amination  on  which  it  was  made  was  that  of  the  faxt- 

moving  magis-  pgf 'g  wife,  the  pauper  himself  being  insane.     The  ma- 

oopyofthem  terial  parts  of  it  were  as  follows: — ^'On  the  19th  of 

appellants,  with  January,  1834,  Stephen  Munda7,the  brother  of  my  said 

^n^S^  ^^^^^'  died  possessed  of  an  estate,  (that  b  to  8ay>  . 

fust  of  their  dwelling-house,  situate  &c.,  which  said  dwellinir-hoiise 

prodnction  was       , 

not  stated.  This  was  then  of  the  value  of  40/1  per  annum.  StefJiea 
taken  ioTthe*'^   Munday  made  and  executed  his  last  will  and  testament, 

^^^^~1^H  Id  ^^^^^^S  ^^  ^'9  ^^*  ^^  ^^^  therein  appoint  any  exe- 
that  it  suffi.  cutor,  whercupou  letters  of  administration  with  the  will 
peared  that  the  annexed,  on  the  renunciation  of  certain  parties  in  such 
ministration"  Otters  named,  were  granted  unto  my  husband  the  said 
were  produced  Thomas  Munday,  bearing  date,  &c. ;  and,  as  administrator 
moying  magis-    with  the  will  annexed  of  the  said  Stephen,  he  the  said 

Thomas  Munday  occupied  the  said  dwelling-house,  and 
resided  therein  for  forty  days  and  upwards,  between"  &c 
The  material  grounds  of  appeal  were, — Ist,  "  That  it 
does  not  appear  by  the  said  examination  that  the  said 
order  of  removal  is  founded  upon  any  legal  or  sufficient 
proof,  or  any  evidence  of  the  grant  or  issuing  of  letters 
of  administration  with  the  will  annexed  of  the  estate 
and  effects  of  the  said  Stephen  Munday,  deceased,  to  the 
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said  Thomas  Munday^  as  administrator;   2nd9  that  it         i845. 
does  not  appear  by  the  said  examination,  that  the  letters     j. ^^  qukbn 
of  administration  with  the  will  annexed  were  produced    ,  ,  .  ?• 

"^  .         Inhabitants  of 

before  the  removing  magistrate  at  the  time  of  his  m-  St.  Anne's, 
quiring  into  the  settlement  of  the  said  Thomas  Munday»  ^^.Tuivunu. 
and  of  making  the  said  order  of  removal ;  and  the  said 
order  of  removal  is  founded  upon  bad  and  insufficient 
evidence,  for  that,  without  such  production  of  such  let- 
ters of  administration,  there  was  no  evidence  before  the 
s^d  removing  magistrate  to  establish  the  title  of  the 
said  Thomas  Munday  as  administrator  of  the  said  Ste- 
phen, deceased." 

On  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  it  was  admitted  that,  to- 
gether with  a  copy  of  the  examination  and  order,  a  copy 
of  the  letters  of  administration  with  the  will  annexed 
had  been  sent  to  the  appellants,  but  without  any  notice 
that  the  same  had  been  produced  before  the  removing 
magistrate;  that  a  rule  of  court  of  the  said  sessions  re- 
quires the  appellants  to  file  a  copy  of  the  order  and 
examinations,  and  that  the  appellants  had  filed  a  copy  of 
the  letters  of  administration  with  the  copy  of  the  exami- 
nation* The  appellants  contended  that  the  respondents 
were  not  entitled  to  give  evidence  to  prove  that  the 
letters  of  administration  had  been  in  fact  produced  be- 
fore the  removing  magistrate.  The  sessions  received 
the  evidence  subject  to  a  case,  and  the  fact  of  the  pro- 
duction of  the  letters  of  administration  before  the  re- 
»o™g  .^t™..  w»  proved.  • 

If  this  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  exar 
mination  was  insufficient,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not 
appear  firom  it  that  the  letters  of  administration  with 
the  will  annexed  were  produced  before  the  removing 
magistrate,  and  that  such  defect  could  not  be  remedied 
by  evidence  of  the  production,  then  the  said  order  of 
removal,  and  the  order  of  sessions  confirming  the  same, 

VOL.  I.  U  U  N.  S.  C. 
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1845.        are  to  be  MveraUy  quashed;  otherwise  the  aame  art  to 
t^Tq^k    beaffirmeA 

V. 

lahftbitanti  of 

9r.  AiniK%        Prmdergtuti  In  eupport  of  the  order  of  aeasmis  (a).^ 
WMTMiiisTn.  j^  .^  gaffioi^nt  if,  m  fact,  the  kttera  of  Admioistnitka 

were  prodneed  befoce  the  magUtrata  They  could  not 
form  part  of  the  witneae's  examiiiatioti  ^  aod^  if  itum 
neceaeary  to  give  the  appdlaiits  notiae  thai  they  had 
been  produced,  that  waa  done  by  aendiag  ^eB»wilh  the 
eopy  of  the  examinatioiifl,  where  they  are  identified  by 
tiie  reference  to  the  date.  Th^re  10  no  reason  why  the 
magistrate  who  made  the  order  should  i^fer  to  them; 
they  were  of  themsdves  evidenoe  when  j»ioduced,  and  a 
reference  to  such  a  doeument  in  the  examinatioii  would 
be  irregular.  It  is  different  as  to  the  production  of  ia- 
denturee  of  apprentioeehip,  or  orders  of  removal,  wh^e 
proof  of  their  execution  is  necessary.  Here  the  fiust  of 
the  production  is  not  disputed,  and,  if  produced,  nothn^ 
furtherwas  necessary  to  make  them  evidence. 

Pashkyy  cohtr&. — If  the  argument  on  the  other  side 
is  correct,  it  would  apply  as  well  to  an  indenture  under 
seal  more  than  thirty  years  old,  which  would  prove  it* 
self,  and  there  would  be  no  need  to  state  in  the  exami- 
nation that  such  an  instrument,  though  the  ibundation 
of  an  order,  was  produced  before  the  justJoes.  Hers 
there  is  a  reference  to  the  letters  of  administration  in 
the  examination,  and,  therefore,  it  ought  to  have  shewn 
whether  or  not  they  were  produced,  as  the  whole  of  the 
evidence  must  be  sent :  Regina  v.  OutweUip).  In  Regina 
V.  MildenhaU  (c),  it  was  held,  that  where  an  order  of  re- 
moval is  founded  on  a  previous  order  unappealed  against 

(a)    April   26th,  before  Lord  (b)  9  A.  &  £.  836. 

Denman,  C.  J.,  Pattaon,   Wil-  (c)  2  Q.  B.  R.  517. 

hamty  and  Wiphtman,  Jt. 
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between  the  same  parishes,  the  examinations  should        i845. 
shew  that  the  order  for  such  previous  removal  was  pro-    xhTqumk 
duced  and  proved  before  the  removing  justices,  or  its  f  • 

absence  propeiij  accounted  for.  The  same  rule  prevails  St.  Anxb's, 
as  to  the  production  of  an  indenture :  Begina  v.  Flock-- 
ton{a).  There  would  have  been  no  difELculty  in  stating 
in  the  examinations  that  the  letters  were  produced. 
[Wightmcaiy  J. — In  Regina  v.  MildenkaU(b\  the  order 
was  in  fact  not  produced.  Pattesan,  J. — In  that  case 
the  order  itself  would  have  required  some  proof;  letters 
of  administration,  do  not.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuit. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court 

We  think  that  there  really  is  no  doubt  upon  this  sub- 
ject. It  is  impossible  not  to  see  that  the  letters  of  ad- 
mmistration,  which  were  sent  with  the  examination^ 
were  produced  before  the  magistrate  who  made  iiiG 
order.  We  should  be  shutting  our  eyes  if  we  raised 
any  doubt  upon  the  subject,  and  we  are  able  to  decide 
this  without  at  all  interfering  with  the  decision  in  Regina 
V.  MiJdenhall  {b),  in  which  die  document  which  was 
acted  upon  did  not  appear  to  have  been  produced  before 
the  removing  justices. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 

(a)  2Q.B.  R.  535.  (Jb)  Id.  517. 
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May  Srd.  The  Queen  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Ripon. 

A  ground  of  vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  dated 

ontTicttleincnt  the  18th  of  November,  1842,  removing  William  LeafJ 

rauTiS*"^  his  wife,  and  three  children,   from  the  township  of 

**^'  ***"  P^J-  Himslet,  in  the  borough  of  Leeds,  to  the  township  of 

rated  &c.  for  Ripon,  in  the  West  Biding  of  Yorkshire,  the  sessions 

Sa  teJ^ra^  confirmed  the  order  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 

to  wit,  a  tcne-  qjj  ^  ^»g^  substantially  as  follows : — 

ment  consist-  • 

ingoftwo  The  appeal  came  on  to  be  tried  at  the  sesaons  for 

houses,  dtoate,  ^^^  borough  of  Leeds,  1843.  At  the  trial,  the  re- 
cupied'&c*^'  spondents,  having  proved  a  settlement  of  the  pauper  in 
—•Held,  insof-   the  appellant  township  by  apprenticeship,  closed  their 

ncient,  as  it 

did  not  shew  case,  and  the  appellants  ofiered  to  give  evidence  of  a 
ing-honses!^  ^"  settlement  by  the  pauper  in  the  township  of  Holbeck, 
constituting  the  by  pajrment  of  rates,  under  the  following  groimd  of 

question,  were     appeal:— 

dirtinct/'  as"  ''  That,  after  the  said  supposed  service  under  the  said 
"gwTI  ^l  st"  i»<i«^*^™  o^  apprenticeship,  to  wit,  in  1836,  the  said 
>•  2.  pauper  was  duly  rated  and  charged  with  his  share  to- 

wards the  poor-rates  of  and  for  the  township  of  Hol- 
beck, for  and  in  respect  of  a  tenement,  to  wit,  a  tene- 
ment consisting  of  two  dwelling-houses,  situate  in  the 
said  township  of  Holbeck,  of  the  value  of  1(NL,  and 
held  and  rented  by  the  said  pauper  of  one  C.  Crosland, 
for  the  term  of  one  whole  year,  to  wit,  firom  the  Ist  of 
November,  1836,  to  the  Ist  of  November,  1837,  at  and 
for  the  rent  of  not  less  than  lOt,  to  wit,  for  the  rent  of 
14il,  5«.,  and  which  said  tenement  was  duly  occupied 
for  the  said  year,  under  the  said  yearly  hiring,  and  the 
said  rent  for  the  same  was  duly  paid;  and  the  said 
pauper  duly  paid  the  said  rates  for  and  in  respect  of  the 
said  tenement,  and  during  the  whole  of  the  said  year, 
and  for  forty  days  after  the  payment  of  the  sud  rates 
resided  in  the  said  township  of  Holbeck/' 
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The  respondents  objected  that  the  above  ground  of        1845. 
appeal  wus  insufficient,  for  not  stating  that  the  tene-    The  Qubkn 
ment  or  dwelling-houses  in  respect  of  which  the  pauper    inij^bUanu  of 
was  allied  to  have  been  rated  were  "  separate  and    .    R^pon- 
distinct,"  as  required  by  the  6  Greo.  4,  c  57.    After 
argument^  the  objection  was  held  good,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  this  Court. 

If  this  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  ground  of 
appeal  was  insufficient,  then  the  order  of  justices,  and 
the  order  of  sessions  are  to  be  confirmed.  If  otherwise 
to  be  quashed. 

H(dl  and  Pasfdeyy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 
— The  settlement  on  which  the  appellants  rely  is  a 
settlement  by  payment  of  rates,  gained  after  the  6  Geo. 
4,  c  67,  came  into  operation.  By  the  2nd  section  of 
that  act  it  is  declared,  that  *'  no  person  shall  acquire  a 
settlement  in  any  parish  or  township  by  reason  of 
settling  upon,  renting,  or  paying  parochial  rates  for  any 
tenement,  not  being  his  own  property,  imless  such 
tenement  shall  consist  of  a  separate  and  distinct  dwelling* 
house  or  building,  or  of  land,  or  of  both,  bond  fide  rented 
by  such  person  in  such  parish  or  township,  at  and  for 
the  sum  of  10/.  a  year  at  the  least,  for  the  term  of  one 
i^hole  year.**  In  the  ground  of  appeal,  however,  nothing 
is  stated  about  either  of  the  dwelling-houses  which 
the  pauper  rented  being  '^  separate  and  distinct."  The 
statement  is,  therefore,  deficient,  both  as  omitting  the 
words  used  in  the  act,  and  because  it  leaves  the  fact  it- 
self doubtftd.  Equivalent  words  to  those  in  the  act 
might  have  been  sufficient,  Beffina  v.  Wymondham  {a) ; 
but  none  such  are  to  be  found  here.  It  is  consistent 
with  what  is  stated,  that  the  pauper  was  living  where 
no  settlement  could  at  that  time  have  been  acquired. 

(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  541. 
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1845.        I^  ^y^y  ^  single  room  may  be  a  dweUing^-boase  or  man- 
^^  '  sion :  8  Inst  p.  65 ;  Co.  Litt  48, 5 ;  Bez  v.  8L  Gtatyit^ 

V.  Hanover  Square  {a)y  Bex  \.  Wkitechapel  {li)i  and  in- 

RiPON.  deed,  the  very  object  of  6  Grea  4,  c  57,  was  to  porevcnt 
the  acquisition  of  settlements  by  persons  occnpyiiq^  onlj 
portions  of  houses,  nHiich  shews  the  impcnrtaiioe  of  the 
omission  of  the  words  *^  separate  and  distinct.''  Both 
distinctness  of  tenure,  as  well  as  of  building,  has  been 
held  to  be  contemplated  by  the  act;  Regina  v.  Caoen- 
well  {e\  Rex  y.  Wakering  (<i),  Rex  t.  U9wmih{e)9  Rex  v. 
Henky-upon-  Thames(J)\  here, neither  is  shewn.  Suj^Mse 
a  declaration,  contuning  an  averment  that  the  plaintiff 
was  possessed  of  a  tenement  oonsisting  of  two  dwdBng- 
houses,  in  the  words  used  in  this  groimd  of  appeal,  and 
a  plea  traversing  that  averment,  the  declaration  wooU 
be  sustained  in  law  by  proof  of  a  joint  holdii^;  WeJfo 
V.  Harrison  (y);  in  wMch  case  Lord  Abrnper,  C.  &, 
says  a  man  is  seised,  though  another  person  is  srised 
with  him ;  the  words,  therefore,  in  diis  case,  should  have 
been  explicit  enoi]^  to  negative  sudi  a  possession  as 
would  fail  to  oonfer  a  settlement,  as  no  inference  can  be 
made  in  favour  of  it:  Reginay,  The  Jueiiees  of  the  IVtet 
Riding  (A). 

Pickering  contri. — ^The  objection  to  the  ground  of  ap- 
peal is,  that  becaose  a  person  says  be  holds  a  dweUing- 
house,  it  is  possible  that,  consistently  with  this  allega- 
tion, he  may  hold  it  jointly  with  another  person,  or  only 
part  of  it,  and,  therefore,  he  must  be  presumed  to  do  sa 
The  cases  cited  are  not  disputed,  but  they  only  skew 
that  where  anything  is  made  by  a  statute  a  condition  of 
guning  a  settlement,  then  such  condition  must  be  stated; 

(a)  Burr.  S.  C.  692.  (e)  5  A.  &  £.  261. 

(6)  2  Bott,  154.  (/)  6  A.  &  E.  294. 

(e)  10  A.  &  E.  270.  (g)  5  M.  &  W.  142. 

(<^)  5  B.  &  Ad.  971.  (A)  2  Q.  B.  R.  505. 
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but  here  the  question  is,  whether  the  words  used  in  the        ia45. 

ground  of  appeal  are  not  flufficient  to  shew,  prim&  fiusie,     thi  Qubbn 

a  settlement.      The  meaning  of  the  words  "separate  •• 

and  distinct  ^  is  to  be  found  in  Bex  v.  Wootton  (a),  where        Bjpov. 

PattetoHj  J.,  says,  "I  have  always  thought,  that  die 

words  ^  separate  and  distinct  dwelling-house  or  building,' 

in  these  statutes,  meant  separate  and  distinct  as  to  any 

other  person ;  that  the  tenant  should  not  hold  part  of  a 

house."      And  the  words  used  here  clearly  bear  this 

meaning.     If  it  had  been  fixind  by  a  special  rerdict, 

that  a  man  was  seised  in  fee,  could  it  be  objected  that 

there  was  no  finding  that  he  was  iokfy  seised  in  fiee,  or 

would  not  his  exclusive   seisin  be  sufficiently  shewn 

without  sudi  a  statement?    If  this  were  not  so^  it  must 

be  necessary,  in  setting  out  a  settlement  of  this  nature, 

not  only  to  aver  that  the  tenement  was  ^  separate  and 

distinct,**  but  that  it  was  held  ^*  bon&  fide,"  as  tSiose 

words  occur  in  the  statute;  and  it  is  quite  as  easy,  in 

the  absence  of  any  allegation,  to  presume  mala  fides, 

as  a  joint  occupation.     In  Regina  v.  The  Recorder  of 

Pantefract  (i),  the  same  objection  was  taken  without 

avfuL 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.-^The  stat  6  Geo.  4^  c.  57,  s.  2, 
requires  that  the  tenement  shall  consist  of  a  separate 
and  distinct  dwelling-house  or  building,  or  of  land,  or  of 
both,  bon&  fide  rented  at  the  sum  of  10/.  a  year  for  one 
whole  year ;  now,  the  objection  to  the  ground  of  appeal 
in  this  case  is,  that  it  does  not  state  that  the  tenement 
was  separate  and  distinct ;  and  whatever  meaning  is  to 
be  given  to  them,  I  think  we  ought  to  hold  that  these 
words  should  be  stated,  or  other  words  equivalent  to 
them,  in  the  ground  of  appeal  setting  out  the  settlement. 
This  ground  of  appeal  does  not ;  so,  in  conformity  to 

(a)  1  A.  &  £.  236.  (h)  2  Q.  B.  R.  548. 
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1845.        what  has  been  abeady  dedded  aa  to  the  prindple  to  be 
Thi  Qubbn    observed  in  these  cases,  we  must  hold  this  insufficient 

V, 

Inhabftenti  of 

Ripox.  Patteson,  J. — I  think  the  statement  ought  to  con- 

form to  the  words  of  the  act.  The  grounds  of  appeal 
ought  to  state  that  the  pauper  gained  a  settlement  by 
paying  taxes,  and  renting  a  separate  and  distinct  tene- 
ment.    That  does  not  appear  here. 

Williams,  J. — The  meaning  of  the  clause  in  the 
statute  has  been  given  before  frequently.  It  i%  thai 
the  occupation  of  a  tenement  must  be  distinct  fiom  all 
other  persons ;  therefore,  that  interpretation  induoes  the 
necessity  of  something  very  definite  in  the  statement  of 
the  nature  of  the  property,  in  order  to  shew  that  a 
settiement  has  been  gained  by  payment  of  rates,  and 
it  should  appear  from  the  statement  that  the  tenement 
was,  in  the  words  of  the  statute,  ^'  separate  and  distind^^ 
or  by  words  equivalent  to  them. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  tiie  same  opinioD. 
I  think,  from  the  express  words  of  the  statute,  the 
'^  separate  and  distinct "  nature  of  the  tenement  should 
distinctiy  and  expressly  appear. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 


EASTER  TERM,  8  VICT.  617 

1845. 

The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Paul's,  Covent      May  3rd. 

Garden. 

UN  appeal  agamst  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  An  order  for 

county  of  Middlesex,  dated  23rd  January,  1844,  for  the  an  illegitimate 

removal  of  Thomaa  Hoggarty,  from  the  pariah  of  St  t^^tZ^" 

Martin-in-the-Fields  to  the  parish  of  St  Paul,  Covent  min«tionof 

.  .  .  C.  H.,  who 

Garden,  both  in  the  said  county,  the  sessions  confirmed  stited,  **  I  am 

the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  a  case  t.  h.  the 

substantially  as  follows:—  ^'"PfV*  ^*  *^ 

J  about  the  year 

Cecilia  Shea,  otherwise  Hoggarty,  said,  ''  I  am  the  1^33,  he  was 
mother  of  the  pauper:    In  or  about  Hie  year  1888,  the  wedlock,  hi  P. : 
pauper  was  bom,  out  of  wedlock,  at  &c.,  in  &C.,''  (the  ^^^^t"af 
appellant  parish).  ?»«  panper,  if 

•^^  x-  /  bom  after  the 

When  the  appeal  came  on  to  be  tried,  the  appellants  pasnngof  the 

insbted  that  the  order  ought  to  be  quashed  for  the  in-  c.  76,  (U  Aa- 

Bufficiency  of  the  examinations  on  which  it  was  made,  ^ction®;^^'  ^^ 

and  relied  on  the  following  enround  of  appeal : —  would  have  the 

rm         1  .       .  t  .  1     ,  .  1       ^  BCttiement  of 

'^  Inat  the  examinations  on  which  the  said  order  was  his  mother, 
made  are  bad,  defective,  and  insufficient,  inasmuch  as  ^^geuie- 
they  fail  to  shew  that  the  pauper  was  bom  on  or  before  """^fj^JJ^i^ 

the  14th  of  August,  1834."  before  that  act ; 

The  sessions  overruled  the  objection,  and  confirmed  thatitoii|fatto 
the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  SCTtaine?whe. 

If  this  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  objection  to  ther  or  not  he 

,  was  bom  on  or 

the  examination  above  specified  ought  to  have  been  al-  before  th«t 
lowed  by  the  sessions,  then  the  said  order  of  sessions     ^' 
and  the  said  order  of  removal  are  to  be  severally  quashed, 
otherwise  the  same  to  stand  affirmed. 


JVortley  and  Bodkin^  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses- 
sions.— The  objection  is  to  the  words  "  in  or  about  the 
year  1833,"  inasmuch  as  they  are  extensive  enough  to 
include  a  period   subsequent  to  the  14th  of  August, 
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1846.        1833,  the  date  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act, 
The  Qubbn    ^^^^^  ^^  ^^  effect  of  changing  the  settlement  of  ille- 
gitimate children;  and  that  it  depends  on  the  fact  of  the 


V. 

Inhabitaoli  of 


St.  Paul's,  pauper's  birth  before  or  after  that  act  came  into  opera- 
Gabdbn.  ^lon,  whether  he  would  have  a  birth  settlement  of  iw 
0¥m>  or  follow  that  of  his  mother.  The  objeetioii,  hov- 
ever,  is  invalid.  Primft  fade,  the  birth  aetdementof  an 
illegitimate  child  is  good  since  as  well  as  before  the  act; 
that  is^  in  the  absenoe  of  proof  of  any  other.  Suoh  t 
ohild  has  a  birth  settlement  now  if  his  mother's  eaimot 
be  ascertained;  and^  as  it  is  nowhere  stated  that  aaj 
evidence  was  given  of  her  settlement  at  the  aesnonB,  it 
may  be  assumed  that  she  had  none.  But,  if  this  were 
not  so,  the  words  <<in  or  about  1833"  are  a  suffident 
statement  that  the  pauper  was  bom  in  that  yeac  la 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Sussex  (a)  dmikur  words  wen 
used;  and  in  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  tks  West  Bid- 
ing{b).  The  words  are  sufficient  if  thej  point  the  at- 
tention  of  the  appellants  to  maJce  inquiry;  it  may  wsH 
have  been  that  the  respcMidents  had  it  not  in  their  power 
to  give  better  information;  and,  if  so,  they  cooU  not 
state  the  date  more  precisely  without  rumiing  the  riik 
of  a  variance  at  the  triaL  In  Regina  v.  The  Justices  sf 
Derbyshire  {c\  it  was  held,  that  *' about  the  year  1813' 
was  a  sufficient  statement  of  the  time  when  a  pauper 
rented  a  tenement. 

• 

Pashley,  contri. — The  statement  b  too  generaL  It  tf 
not  shewn  that  the  birth  of  the  pauper  was  before  Au* 
gust,  1834,  and  it  is  consistent  with  what  is  stated,  that 
it  was  afler  that  time;  therefore,  the  examinations  are 
insufficient  If  the  circumstances  were  such  that  the 
justices  could  not  satisfactorily  ascertain  the  pauper's 

(a)  10  A.  &  E.  682.  (6)  2  Q.  B.  R.  505. 

(0)  1  W.  W.  &  H.  323. 
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Bettlementy  that  would  have  beeii  a  good  reason  why 
they  should  not  remove  him  at  all  The  time  is  in  this 
case  very  essential.  Suppose  an  examination  to  set  up 
a  settlement  by  renting  a  tenement  ^^in  or  about  the 
year  1818,"  those  words  might  include  the  year  18199 
yet  the  examination  would  be  bad  as  not  shewing  that 
the  tenement  was  such  as  was  required  by  the  59  Geo.  3, 
passed  in  the  latter  year. 


1846. 


Tbb  Qubbn 

9. 

InhabitaaUrof 
St.  Paul's, 

COVBHT 
GiJlOBK. 


Lord  Dbnman,  C.  J. — I  am  afiaid  the  order  is  bad  on 
this  ground.  Where,  in  making  an  order  of  removal, 
the  &ct»  whether  a  child  was  bom  bef(»:e  or  after  a 
certain  period,  is  material  to  the  case,  then  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  jufltioes  to  ascertain  it.  The  fitct  that  the  pauper 
was  bom  about  the  particular  time  mentioned  imposed 
ibis  further  duty  upon  them  in  this  case ;  and,  without 
gobg  ihe  length  of  aaying  that  thia  information  would 
have  been  sufficient,  suppoung  it  were  all  that  the  party 
oould  give,  and  the  time  was  immaterial,  here  it  is  so 
very  material,  that  I  think  the  words  ^^  in  or  about"  are 
insufficient  to  fix  the  period.  If  the  birth  was  after  the 
14th  of  August,  1834,  the  child  would  follow  the 
Bettlement  of  its  mother,  in  which  case  inquiry  should 
have  been  made  into  the  mother's  settlement^  which 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  done  here. 

Patteson,  J. — In  Reffina  v.  The  Justices  of  Derby^ 
shire  (a)y  the  words  used  were  ^^  about  the  year  1813;" 
but  it  does  not  appear  whether  in  tiiat  case  the  time 
was  or  was  not  material  Here,  however,  the  word 
''about"  must,  at  all  events,  include  the  years  1832  and 
1834;  as  we  cannot  exclude  it,  or  say  that  ^'  in  or  about" 
means  ''  in  and  about ; "  so  the  word  ''in"  does  not  help 
it,  and  the  statement  is  insufficient.     It  is  material  that 


(a)  1  W.  W.  &  H.  323. 
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1845.  the  birth  should  appear  to  have  been  on  or  before  Hat 

TbbQubbn  ^^^  ^^  August^  1834;  as,  if  so,  the  pauper's  settleiiient 

,  .^  1^.*'       «  would  be  the  place  of  his  birth,  if  after,  for  sixteen  yeai^ 

iBhtbitanti  of  i  .  i  i  mt 

St.  Paul's,  the  place  where  his  mother  was  settled.     The  mother 

Gaubk.  was  examined,  and  no  questions  appear  to  have  been 
asked  her  about  her  settlement. 


Williams,  J. — ^I  ground  my  opinion  on  the  intentioa 
which  prevailed  in  the  l^islature  at  the  critical  period 
to  wUch  the  examination  refers,  when  the  change  in  the 
law  took  place.  That  intention  was  to  remove  the  pre- 
sumption of  the  settiement  of  illegitimate  children  from 
the  place  of  their  birth  to  the  place  of  their  mother^s 
settiement.  When,  therefore,  the  examination  refento 
a  point  of  time  so  material,  the  words  '*  in  or  about' 
seem  to  me  as  wanting  in  tiiat  information  which  ought 
to  be  given,  and  therefore  too  loose.  If  the  Inrth  wai 
afler  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  pa^sed^  there  wai 
a  fault  in  not  piursuing  the  examination  before  the  jus- 
tices further. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — It  is  so  vcrj  difficult  to  assign  anj 
limit  to  the  word  *' about,"  tiiat  it  seems  to  me  that, 
where  time  is  material,  as  here,  there  ought  to  be  some 
more  definite  date  fixed.  It  is  not  stated  whether  the 
birth  was  before  or  after  the  14th  of  August,  1834; 
and  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  words  '*  about 
the  year  1843"  would  not  be  satisfied  by  some  time 
later  than  that  date. 

Order  of  sesdons  quashed. 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Dock  Company  at  Kino8TON- 

UPON-HULL.  ^ 

v/N  appeal  to  the  sessions,  holden  22n(I  of  March,  1843,  By  lUt.  14 

against  a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  town  m.  15  uid  17' 

of  Kingston-upon-HuU,  in  which  appeal  the  dock  com-  commt^wb 

pany  at  Kingston-upon-HuU  were  appellants,  and  the  ^?"^'***i, 

governor,  deputy-governor,  assistants,  and  guardians  of  to  make,  build, 

the  poor  of  the  said  town  were  respondents,  the  recorder  vide  kbuinj^r 

amended  the  rate  and  assessment,  subject  to  the  opinion  an^^JiJ^r'^*^' 

of  this  Court  on  the  following  case : —  works,  md  to 

^  support,  main- 

The  docks  of  the  said  company  at  Elngston-upon-  tain,  and  keep 
Hull  have  been  made  in  pursuance  of  certain  acts  of  pau-!*™*  *"  '*' 
Parliament,  namely,  the  14  Geo.  3,  c  56;  42  Geo.  3,      Sect.  42 

..  ...  cmpowersthe 

c.  xci ;  45  Geo.  3,  c.  xlii ;  and  5  Geo.  4,  c.  xiii.  companj  **  in 

By  14  Geo.  3,  c  56,  s.  42,  it  was  enacted,  ''that.  In  the ch^r^  and 

consideration  of  the  great  charges  and  expenses  which  ^iS^h^e^mak- 

the  making,  building,  erecting,  and  providing  the  basin  uig,  building, 

erecting,  and 

or  dock  quay,  or  wharf,  reservoirs,  sluices,  bridges,  roads,  proyidins  the 

and  works  thereby  directed  to  be  made,  and  the  sup-  "^  supportiM 

porting,  maintaining,  and  keeping  the  same  in  repair  for  ^^^  ""*/,  ^** 

the  future  would  amount  unto,  there  shall  be  payable  take  certain 

and  paid  from  and  after  the  Slst  of  December,  1774,  to  fromTaUTeMels 

the  said  dock  company,  or  to  their  collectors  or  deputies,  ^bg  out  *of  the 

harbour  of 
Kingston-upon-HuU,  and  the  company's  basin  or  docks  within  the  port  of  King«ton-upoQ- 
Hull,  or  unlading  or  lading  any  of  their  cargo  within  the  said  port. 

The  port  of  Hull  includes  the  riyer  Hull,  (called  also  the  old  harbour  or  haTen),  part  of 
the  riTer  Humber,  and  three  docks  the  property  of  the  company ;  Tiz.  the  Old  Dock,  and 
the  Humber  Dock,  with  a  lock,  pit,  and  entrance  basin  thereto,  all  built  by  the  company 
■oon  after  the  passing  of  the  aboTC  act ;  and  the  Junction  Dock,  built  by  them  subsequently, 
and  communicating  with  the  other  two.  Under  sect.  42,  the  company  were  in  the  receipt 
of  the  following  tonnage  dues : — 

1.  For  vessels  using  the  entrance  basin  without  going  into  the  docks. 

2.  For  those  passing  through  the  old  harbour  to  the  Old  Dock,  and  using  that  or  the 
other  docks. 

3.  For  those  passing  through  the  entrance  basin  into  the  Humber  Dock,  and  using  that 
or  the  other  docks. 

4.  For  those  discharging  their  cargoes  in  the  river  Humber,  without  entering  the  harbour, 
entrance  basin,  or  docks. 

5.  For  those  which  discbarge  their  cargoes  in  the  old  harbour,  either  on  the  west  or  east 
ride  thereof,  without  entering  the  docks  or  basin. 

Htldt  that  the  company  were  rateable  to  the  poor  in  respect  of  tonnage  dues  received  by 
them  from  the  three  first  classes,  and  not  in  respect  of  those  received  fh>m  the  two  last. 
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for  their  use,  for  every  ship  and  yessel  (the  Eong'e  shipB 
of  war,  and  other  ships  and  yessels  employed  in  his 
Majesty's  service  only  excepted)  ooming  into  or  gobg 
out  of  the  said  harbour,  basin,  or  docks  within  the  poit 
of  Kingston-upon-Hull,  or  unlading  or  putting  on  shores 
or  lading  or  taking  on  board  any  of  their  cargo,  or  aoj 
goods,  wares,  or  merchandises  within  the  said  port,  hj 
the  master  or  conunander,  owner  or  owners  of  every 
such  ship  or  vessel,  the  several  rates  or  duties  of  tonnage, 
according  to  the  full  of  the  reach  and  burthen  thereafter 
particularly  rated  and  described. '^ 

Soon  after  the  passing  of  the  14  Greo.  3,  c.  56,  the 
Old  Dock  was  built  by  the  appellants ;  and  the  Humber 
Dock,  with  the  lock,  pit,  and  entrance  basin  thereto  was 
built  by  the  appellants  shortly  after  the  passing  of  the 
42  Geo.  3,  c.  91.  The  third,  or  Junction  Dock,  was 
subsequently  built  by  the  appellants. 

The  three  docks  communicate  one  with  another,  and 
the  Humber  Dock  has  an  entrance  into  the  same  from 
the  river  Humber.  The  Old  Dock  has  an  entrance  into 
the  same  from  the  harbour  or  river  Hull^  which  falh 
into  and  is  entered  from  the  river  Humber,  and  the  Old 
Dock  communicates  with  the  Humber  Dock  by  mesas 
of  the  Jimction  Dock. 

The  dock  company  have  no  right  of  property  in  this  har^ 
hour  or  haven,  nor  do  they  occupy  anything  there,  or  on 
the  shores  of  the  Humber,  except  the  entrance  basin  of 
the  Humber  Dock ;  the  west  or  town  side  of  the  old  hai^ 
hour,  to  the  midstream  thereof,  opposite  the  town,  is 
within  the  parishes  of  Holy  Trinity  and  St.  Mary,  in  the 
said  town,  for  which  parishes  the  said  rate  was  made. 

The  port  of  Hull,  in  its  more  confined  sense,  inchidee 
the  river  Humber,  to  the  midstream  thereof,  oppoate 
the  town  and  harbour,  and  all  vessels  frequenting  the 
docks  or  harbour  pass  through  that  portion  of  the  river 
Humber  which  is  within  the  port  of  Hull,  as  above  de- 
scribed. 
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Some  of  them  discharge  and  load  their  cargoes  in  the        1845. 
Humber,  opposite  to  the  town,  and  on  the  town  dde  of    -T    " 
the  midstream  thereof,  without  entering  the  harbour  or  v, 

the  entrance  basin,  or  any  of  the  docks,  and  without  d"  ^  Co?^ 
ever  using  any  part  of  the  soil  or  property  of  the  dock 
company,  and  without  ever  coming  within  the  limits  of 
either  of  the  before-mentioned  parishes,  and  on  such  oc- 
casions pay  tonnage  dues  to  the  appellants,  such  dues 
amounting  annually,  on  an  aya*age  of  the  last  three 
years,  to  the  sum  of  4482.  58.  9d;  others  discharge  and 
load  their  cargoes  in  the  entrance  bamn  of  the  Humber 
Doek,  without  entering  any  of  the  docks,  or  the  har- 
bour, and  without  using  any  other  of  the  schI  or  pro- 
perty of  the  dock  company  than  the  entrance  basin, 
and  on  such  occasions  pay  tonnage  dues  to  the  appel- 
lants, such  dues  amounting  annually,  on  the  ayerage  of 
the  last  three  years,  to  1517L  ISs.  9d, ;  others  enter  the 
old  harbour  and  discharge  and  load  their  cargoes  there, 
some  on  the  east  side  and  others  on  the  west  side  there- 
of, but  without  in  either  case  entering  any  of  the 
docks  or  basins,  or  using  any  part  of  the  soil  or  pro- 
perty of  the  dock  company,  and  on  such  occasions  pay 
tonnage  dues  to  the  appellants,  such  dues  on  the  east 
side  amounting  annually  to  222L  Ss.  2dl,  and  those  on 
the  west  side  of  the  harbour  to  the  sum  of  210diL  2s. 
Id. ;  others  enter  the  harbour  and  proceed  through  it 
into  the  Old  Dock,  and  discharge  and  load  their  cargoes 
either  there  or  on  the  Junction  or  Humber  Dock,  and 
on  such  occasions  pay  tonnage  dues  to  the  appellants, 
such  dues  amounting  annually,  on  an  average  of  the  last 
three  years,  to  25312.  6s.  9€L ;  and  others  enter  the  en- 
trance basin  of  the  Humber  Dock,  and  proceed  through 
it  into  the  said  last-mentioned  dock,  and  dischaige  and 
load  their  cargoes  either  there  or  in  the  Junction  Dock, 
or  in  the  Old  Dock,  and  on  such  occasions  pay  tonnage 
dues  to  the  appellants,  such  tonnage  dues  amounting, 
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upon  the  average  of  the  last  three  years,  to  28,268L 

The  tonnage  dues,  in  respect  of  which  the  dock  com- 
pany are  rated,  are  all  pdd  and  collected  at  the  Queen  ib 
Custom-house,  without  reference  to  the  place  where  tbe 
vessels  are  lying,  or  discharge  or  take  in  their  caigoea^ 
and  whether  they  enter  any  part  of  the  docks  or  baem 
of  the  company  or  not. 

The  appellants  are  rated  in  the  rate  or  assessment, 
which  is  the  subject  of  the  present  appeal,  to  the  fiiD 
amount  (subject  to  the  usual  and  necessary  deductions) 
of  the  tonnage  dues  received  by  them  for  all  the  above^ 
mentioned  vessels  frequenting  the  port  of  Hull,  in  what- 
ever part  of  the  port  their  cargoes  are  .discharged  or 
loaded,  and  whether  they  enter  the  basins,  or  docks,  and 
harbour,  or  any  of  them,  or  not 

The  sessions  found,  that  the  town  of  EoDgston-upon- 
Hull  consists  of  two  parishes,  viz.  the  parish  of  the 
Holy  Trinity,  and  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  and  that  all 
the  docks  and  basins,  as  well  as  the  west  side  of  the  old 
harbour,  to  the  midstream  of  the  river  Hull,  are  locally 
situate  within  the  said  two  parishes. 

For  the  appellants  it  was  contended,  that  the  dock 
company  could  not  be  rated  for  their  property  in  respect 
of  any  of  their  tonnage  dues,  inasmuch  as  they  were  all 
earned  before  the  vessels  came  within  either  of  the  afore- 
said parishes  of  Holy  Trinity  and  St.  Mary,  or  came  into 
the  docks,  or  upon  the  soil  of  the  company,  and  that  at 
all  events  they  could  only  be  rated  in  respect  of  the  ton- 
nage dues  paid  for  such  vessels  as  actually  came  into  or 
used  the  docks  or  soil  of  the  company,  and  also  came 
within  the  limits  of  the  aforesaid  parishes. 

The  respondents  contended,  that,  as  all  the  dues  were 
given  in  respect  of  the  docks,  the  company  were  liable 
to  be  rated  for  their  docks  in  respect  of  the  wbde 
amount  of  tonnage  dues  paid  at  the  port  of  Hull,  wbe« 
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ther  the  yessels  entered  the  docks,  and  used  the  soil  of 
the  company,  or  not. 

The  sessions  held,  that  the  appellants  were  liable  to  be 
rated  in  respect  of  the  tonnage  dues  received  by  them, 
subject  to  the  deductions  aforesaid,  for  ships  or  yessels 
using  their  docks  and  entrance  basin ;  that  is  to  say : — 

1.  For  those  using  the  entrance  basin  without  going 
into  the  docks. 

2.  For  those  passing  through  the  old  harbour  to  the 
Old  Dock,  and  using  that  or  the  other  docks. 

3.  For  those  passing  through  the  entrance  basin  into 
the  Humber  Dock,  and  using  that  or  the  other'docks. 

But  the  sessions  held,  that  the  appellants  were  not 
liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  dues  received  by  them 
for  ships  or  vessels  not  using  their  docks  or  entrance 
basin,  that  is  to  say : — 

1.  For  those  discharging  theh:  cargoes  in  the  river 
Humber,  without  entering  the  harbour,  entrance  basin, 
or  docks. 

2.  For  those  which  discharge  their  cargoes  in  the  old 
harbour,  either  on  the  west  or  east  side  thereof^  without 
entering  the  docks  or  basin. 

The  sessions  amended  the  rate  accordingly.  The 
question,  therefore,  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  is,  whether  the  appellants  are  liable  to 
be  rated  in  respect  of  all  or  any  of  the  above  classes  of 
dues  received  by  them : — 

1.  If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion,  that  the  dock 
company  are  not  liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  any  of 
their  tonnage  dues,  then  the  rate  is  to  be  reduced  to 
29417. 

2.  If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion,  that  the  dock 
company  are  liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  such  only 
of  the  tonnage  dues  as  are  paid  by  vessels  which  enter 
the  docks  and  come  upon  or  use  their  soil,  then  the  order 
of  sessions  is  to  be  confirmed. 

VOL.  I.  XX  N.  s.  c. 
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1845.  3.  If  the  Covrt  shall  be  of  ojHnion^  that  the  dock 

Tbb  Qubbn    company  are  not  liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  ef  the 

Thb^^Hull    ^^^^^  ^^^^  P^^  ^7  veflaeLi  which  oome  into  and  use 

l>ocK  Co.     the  docka,  but  enter  by  the  old  harbour,  then  the  nte 

is  to  be  reduced  to  12,427^ 

4.  If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion,  that  the  dock 
company  are  liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  all  the 
tonnage  dues  paid  by  vessels  discharging  their  cugoes 
on  the  west  side  of  the  old  hariMMir,  but  which  do  not 
enter  the  docks,  or  come  upon  or  use  the  soil  of  the 
company,  then  the  rate  is  to  be  increased  to  the  sum  of 
16,214/. 

5*  If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion,  that  the  dock 
company  are  liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  ail  tonni^ 
dues  paid  by  vessels  at  the  port  of  Hull,  and  received 
by  them  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  Pailiameat  first  afore- 
said, then  the  rate  is  to  be  inoreaaed  to  the  eum  of 
16,760/. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Hilary  Term  (a)  by  3f.  D, 
Hill,  Archboldy  and  Raines,  for  the  respondents,  and 
Kelly,  Wortky,  Martin,  and  Bain,  contra;  but  as  the 
judgment  of  the  case  goes  fully  into  the  material  pomts 
of  the  argument,  it  is  unnecessary  to  insert  it.  The 
following  cases  were  cited : — Rex  v.  Rebatce  (5),  Rex  v. 
Cardingtan  (c).  Rex  v.  The  Dock  Company  of  Hull  (d). 
Rex.  V.  The  Mayor,  Sfc,  of  London  {e).  Rex  v.  Page  (/), 
Rex  V.  Tynemouth{jg),  Rex  v.  Macdonald(h),  Rex  v.  T^ 
New  River  Company  (J),  Rex  v.  TTie  Hull  Dock  Com" 
pany  (J),  Rex  v.  Coke  {k).  Rex  v.  Fowke  (/),   The  Kmg- 

(a)  January  22nd,  before  Lord            (/)  Id.  543. 

Denman,  C.   J.,    PaUeton  and            (^)  12  Eaft,  46. 

CoUriigt,  Jt.  (A)  Id.  324. 

(6)  1  Bott.  115.  (i)  1  M.  &  S.  503. 

(c)  Cowp.  581.  (j)   5  M.  &  S.  394. 

{d)  1  T.  R.  219.  \k)  6  B.  &  a  797. 

(e)  4T.  R.21.  (/)  Id.  814,  D. 
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gknt-upan^Hull  Dock  Company  t.  La  Marche  (a),  Bex        1846. 
V.  Thomas  (ft).  Rex  v.  Barnes  (c).   The  Dock  Company    ^^^  Qumn 
at  Eixgston'Upon'Hull  v.  Browne  (d),  /2ear  v.  2%e  -^4ire  *^' 

oiuf  Caider  Naoigation  (e)y  Regina  t.    7%e  Cambridge     I>ock  Co. 
Crof  Xij'A/   Company  {f)y  Regina  v.  7%e  Marquis  of 
Salisbury  {g)j  Regina  v.  7%e  Bristol  Dock  Company  (A), 
and  Regina  v.  jTA^  London  and  South  Western  Railway 
Company  (i). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  DenmaNj  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — This  case  arose  out  of  the  decision  in 
Regina  v.  TTie  Bristol  Dock  Company  (A).  Many  cases 
have  been  decided,  and  are  reported,  as  to  the  mode 
of  rating  the  Hull  Dock  Company,  but  it  is  now  for 
the  first  time  contended  that  they  are  not  rateable  at 
all.  We  do  not  mention  this  as  in  itself  an  objection 
to  the  view  now  first  put  forward  by  the  company; 
but  in  order  to  shew  what  the  real  question  is.  If  the 
appellants  are  within  the  principle  of  the  case  above 
mentioned,  they  are  not  rateable  at  all ;  or,  if  they  be 
within  the  principle  as  to  part  of  their  tolls,  they  are 
not  rateable  as  to  that  part 

The  case  of  the  Bristol  Dock  Company  was  a  very 
peculiar  one;  the  company  there  were  empowered  to 
convert  a  large  portion  of  the  river  Avon  into  a  float^ 
ing  harbour,  and  to  construct  a  new  channel  for  the 
river  itself;  a  great  work,  in  respect  of  which  certain 
dues  were  granted  to  them  for  every  ship  entering  the 
port  of  Bristol.  That  port  extended  to  a  great  distance, 
and  many  ships  would  enter  it  which  would  have  no 

(a)  8  B.  &  C.  42.  (/)  8  A.  &  E.  73. 

(b)  9  B.  &  C.  114.  (g)  Id.  716. 

(c)  1  B.  &  Ad.  113.  (A)  1  Q.  B.  R.  535. 

(d)  2B.  &Ad.43.  (i)  Id.  558. 
<e)  3  B.  ft  Ad.  139. 

X  X  2 
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1045.         occarion  to  me  the  floating  harbonr,  and  yet  would  be 

tIITq^n    li»We  to  pay  the  duties  under  the  act  of  Pariiameiit 

^'  In  that  respeet  the  present  case  is  yery  mmilar;  for  here 

Tm«  Hull  , 

Dock  Co.  many  yessels  are  liable  to  pay  the  does  to  the  oompaoy 
which  never  use  their  docks  at  alL  Baty  in  the  Bristol 
case^  the  floating  harbour  was  not  the  property  of  the 
company.  Before  it  was  conyerted  into  a  floating  har- 
bour, it  was  part  of  the  riyer  Ayon,  and  of  the  port  of 
Bristol,  the  property  in  which  was  vested  in  the  cor- 
poration, if  in  any  subject,  and  there  are  no  words  in 
the  act  of  Parliament  vesting  the  property  in  the  com- 
pany, but  it  was  sought  to  rate  them  in  nepect  of  entries 
into  the  floating  harbour  of  Cumberiand  Barin,  becrase 
that,  or  at  least  part  of  it,  was  the  propeity  of  the  com- 
pany. That  basin  consisted  of  a  portion  of  the  old  river 
Avon  ¥rith  an  addition  made  to  it  by  excavating  seve- 
ral acres  of  land;  those  additions  appear  to  have  been 
the  property  of  the  company,  but  the  act  of  P^uJiament 
provided  that  the  company,  in  req)ect  of  those  additiau^ 
should  be  rated  in  a  particular  manner,  and  the  Court 
thought  that  the  company  could  be  rated  for  them  only 
in  the  manner  provided  by  the  act,  as  dues  ortcdls  could 
not  be  said  to  be  profit  arising  cm  that  badn  in  the 
parish  in  which  it  was  situate.  Here,  on  the  contrsij, 
the  docks  themselves  are  the  property  of  the  companj. 
They  were  excavated  from  land  granted  to  the  com- 
pany, and  made  entirely  de  novo  by  them.  The  occo- 
piers  of  the  land,  before  the  docks  were  constructed, 
were  rateable  for  it,  and  if  the  docks  yield  any  profits 
to  those  who  constructed  them  out  of  that  land,  the 
company  surely  must,  in  the  absence  of  any  enactment 
to  the  contrary,  be  liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  such 
property.  In  the  Bristol  case,  inasmudi  as  the  com- 
pany could  not  be  rated  in  respect  of  the  prindpal  sub- 
ject-matter, the  floating  harbour,  for  which  the  dues 
were  granted  and  received,  the  Court  held  that  thqr 
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cotdd  not  be  rated  for  the  main  entrance  basin  to  that        1845. 
subject-matter,  as  if  the  tolls  were  earned  in  that  entry.     xhTquiw 
In  the  present  case,  the  company  can  be  rated  in  respect  v. 

TbB    uUL^ 

of  the  principal  subject-matter,  that  is,  the  docks  them-      Dock  Co. 
selves. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  tolls  in  this  case  are  not  giv^^i 
for  the  use  of  the  docks,  because  ships  must  pay  whe* 
ther  they  use  them  or  not;  and  so,  because  those  ships 
which  do  not  enter  the  docks  cannot  be  said  to  pay 
for  the  use  of  them,  it  is  urged  that  those  which  do 
enter  the  docks,  and  use  them,  cannot  be  said  to  pay  for 
the  use  of  them.  This  argument  is  ingenious,  but  we 
do  not  think  it  conclusive,  nor  did  it  prevail  in  the 
Bristol  case.  The  Court  did  not  say  there  that  the  tolls 
were  not  granted  for  the  use  of  the  floating  harbour  as 
regards  those  ships  which  use  the  floating  harbour,  but 
that  the  company  could  not  be  rated  in  respect  of  the  tolls 
because  they  were  not  owners  of  die  floating  harbour, 
and  it  was  not  attempted  so  to  rate  them.  But  it  is 
said  further,  that  these  tolls  are  due  on  the  ship  the 
moment  it  enters  the  port  of  Kingston-upon-Hull,  whe- 
ther it  proceeds  into  the  docks  or  not;  and,  therefore, 
as  the  does  attach  before  arrival  in  the  docks,  they 
could  not  be  said  to  be  profits  earned  in  the  docks.  The 
language  of  the  act  of  Parliament,  14  Greo.  3,  c.  56, 
is  not  uniform  and  ccmsistent  in  its  several  sections, 
nor  free  from  doubt ;  but  it  sufficiently  appears,  from 
sections  42,  43,  and  44,  that  the  tolls  are  not  due,  and 
do  not  attach  on  a  ship  merely  coming  into  the  port; 
they  attach  on  the  ships  coming  into  the  said  harbour, 
basin,  or  docks  within  the  port  of  Kingston-upon-Hull, 
or  unloading  or  loading  goods  within  the  said  port. 
The  harbour  there  probably  means  the  old  harbour 
or  haven,  the  river  Hull;  but,  whatever  it  means,  a 
distinction  is  made  between  coming  into  the  port,  and 
unloading  or  loading  within  the  difierent  docks,  suffi* 
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ciently  to  shew  iJiat  the  tolls  do  not  attach  <m  a  liup 
the  moment  it  comes  into  the  p(H*t.  The  tud,  theie- 
fore,  on  which  this  part  of  the  argument  rests  is  not  si 
stated;  but»  if  it  were,  the  argument  is  not  conetn- 
sive.  The  ship  which  actually  comes  into  and  uses 
the  dock  is  not  the  less  benefited  by  it»  because  the 
toll  must  have  been  paid  even  if  it  had  not  oome  in; 
and  the  benefit  conferred  by  the  use  of  the  dock  is  not 
the  less  the  meritiMrious  cause  of  the  toll  because  the 
other  ships  pay  to  which  that  meritorious  caoee  does  not 
ai^ly.  To  those  which  come  into  the  docks  the  benefit 
is  conferred  by  the  docks,  and  in  the  dodu;  and, there- 
fore, the  toll  paid  for  that  benefit  must  be  held  to  be 
earned  there  in  the  docks,  and  to  be  {HDofit  aiiaiBg  Ibeate. 
As  to  those  ships  which  do  not  come  into  the  dock% 
which  never  are  on  the  property  of  the  company  at  all, 
the  case  is  very  difierent.  The  toll  given  to  the  com- 
pany, and  which  such  ships  are  obliged  to  pay,  is  doubt- 
less given  in  respect  of  the  company  having  made  those 
docks;  but  still  it  does  not  arise  firom  the  use  of  the 
docks,  nor  is  it  earned  in  them.  It  is  a  naked  tcJl,  just 
as  much  as  toll  paid  by  vessels  passing  light-houses,  and 
similar  cases. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  learned 
recorder  was  right  in  the  view  he  took  of  the  case,  and 
that  the  order  of  sessions  must  be  confirmed. 


Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 
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The  Queen  v.  T.  Patntbb,  Esq.  Mai/Cth. 

XN  Michaelmas  Term  last,  Crcmpton  obtained  a  rule  The  property  in 
nisi  for  a  mandamus  to  Thomas  Paynter,  Esq.,  one  of  waT^tedir 
the  metropolitan  police  magistrates,  sitting  at  Wands-  ?[??J*?*  ^^\ 
worth,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  commanding  him  to  thirty  ihare- 
issue  a  warrant  of  distress  under  his  hand  and  seal  for  ceiTe  the  tolls, 
levying  upon  the  goods  and  chattels  of  Henry  Chase-  Stire  manarof 
more  the  sum  of  48/.  10*.,  being  the  amount  assessed  PJ?*°'^ 

bridge.    Tlie 

upon  him,  jointly  with  others,  in  a  rate  or  assessment  ihareholden 
made  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  jointly  for  the 
Putney,  in  the  said  county  and  district  ^l^^Lm 

It  appeared  upon  aflSdavit,  that,  by  indenture  dated  ^^  the  tmount 

not  Deinff  pud. 

the  11th  day  of  November,  1729,  Putney  bridge,  and  asammoniwas 
other  the  premises  therein  described,  were  conveyed,  by  ^^  ghare  * 

commissioners  appointed  under  the  acts  for  buildinfi:  ^oW^n  to 

*  *^  ^  o  appear  beron 

the  said  bridge,  to  fourteen  trustees,  their  heirs  and  as-  a  police  magia. 
signs,  for  ever,  upon  trust  to  permit  and  suffer  the  thirty  district.    A., 
original  shareholders  or  proprietors  thereof,  their  heirs  n^n'^at^t^ 
and  assigns,  to  receive  the  tolls  and  profits  of  the  bridge,  toll-house  on 
and  have  the  management  thereof  on  certain  conditions,  bridge  which 
one  of  which  was,  that  the  said  thirty  subscribers,  their  the  parish 
heirs  and  assigns,  should  yearly  for  ever  thereafter  pay,  ^J^'°*^]Lji 
share,  and  divide  all  the  residue  of  the  monies  to  be  raised  '^  porsnanee  of 

,  1  •  •  the  snmnions 

by  the  said  tolls,  unto  and  amongst  all  the  said  subscribers  served  on  him, 
and  proprietors  for  the  time  being,  and  their  respective  p»  ^^  ^\^J^ 
heirs  and  assiirns,  to  take  the  same  as  tenants  in  common,  ""©'^^t  of  the 

^°  ^  ^  '  assessment, 

and  not  as  joint  tenants,  provided,  that  in  case  the  sub-  whereapon  ap* 
scribers  should  make  default  in  the  payment  of  certain  an-  made  to  the 
nual  sums  required  of  them  to  be  made,  in  such  case  the  ^S'a^du-^** 
subscribers  should  no  lonirer  receive  the  tolls  and  have  tress-warrant, 

^  which  he  re- 

fused to  do : 
— Heldf  that  the  shareholders  were  properW  asMssed,  and  that  the  role  most  be  made  abso- 
lute for  a  mandamus  to  the  magistrate  to  issue  a  distress-warrant  to  levy  on  the  goods  of 
A.  for  the  assessment  due  from  all  the  shareholders. 

The  Dotioe  at  the  foot  of  the  rate  stated  it  to  have  been  allowed  by  one  justice,  not  stat- 
ing him  to  be  acting  at  the  police  court  of  the  district : — Httd^  sufficient. 
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1845.        the  management  of  the  said  bridge,  but  that  the  trosteei 

ThbQubiic    8^^®^^  ^v®  power  to  receive  the  tolls,  and  to  take oq 

V-  themselves  the  management  of  the  bridge,  and  to  do  aU 

that  the  subscribers  are  required  to  da     And  in  caae 

the  tolls  should  not  be  suflSicient  to  keep  the  said  bridge 

in  repair,  and  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  trustees,  &c^ 

then  such  additional  expenses  were  to  be  paid  by  the 

.    proprietors,  according  to  the  sums  subscribed  by  them 

respectively. 

The  proprietors  have  been  from  time  to  time  rated  in 
respect  of  the  said  bridge  to  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 
St.  Mary,  Putney,  and  the  rates  so  made  on  all  the  pro- 
prietors have  been,,  prior  to  November,  1842,  paid,  on 
his  own  and  their  behalf,  by  the  sud  H.  Chasemore^ 
who  is  a  proprietor,  and  resides  in  the  toll-kouse  of  the 
said  bridge,  on  the  Middlesex  side  of  the  said  river.  A 
rate  was  made  on  the  3rd  of  October,  1844,  and  the 
notice  at  the  foot  of  it  stated  it  to  have  beai  allowed 
by  G.  Clive,  Esq.,  one  of  her  Majesty's  jistices  of 
the  peace,  acting  within  the  metropolitan  district,  pur- 
suant to  the  statute,  &c  The  assessment  for  the  bridge 
was  made  on  all  the  proprietors,  and  a  demand  of  the 
amount  was  made  on  H.  Cha^more,  which  he  refused 
to  pay.  On  the  16th  of  January,  on  complaint  of  the 
parish  officers  of  St  Mary,  Putney,  a  summons  was 
granted  by  the  magistrate  directed  to  all  the  proprietors, 
and  on  the  23rd,  in  pursuance  of  the  summons  upon 
himself,  H.  Chasemore  appeared  before  Mr.  Paynter 
to  dispute  his  own  individual  liability.  Several  objec- 
tions were  taken  to  the  validity  of  the  rate,  but  over- 
ruled. There  was  no  appeal  against  the  rate,  and 
application  was  afterwards  made  to  Mr.  Paynter  for  a 
distress-warrant,  but  he  refused  to  grant  one  unless  di- 
rected so  to  do  by  this  Court. 

M.  Chambers  and  C.  Clark  now  shewed  cause. — L 


^ 
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The  notice  does  not  shew  a  sufficient  allowance  of  the        i84^. 
rate.    The  allowance  is  by  one  justice,  and  he  is  not    xhTqdmk 
stated  to  be  acting  at  the  police  court     This  is  neces-  v- 

sary  under  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  71,  ss.  13  and  14.  The 
acting  at  the  police  court,  and  the  statement  that  he 
did  so  act  there,  are  necessary  to  found  his  jurisdiction. 
The  provisions  of  the  3  &  4  Vict  c.  84,  s.  6,  shew  this 
to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature.  2.  The 
magistrate  would  not  be  justified  in  granting  a  distress- 
warrant  against  the  goods  of  one  shareholder  for  the 
amount  claimed  from  alL  The  precise  sum  due  from 
Mr.  Chasemore  must  have  been  demanded  before  a  dis- 
tress-warrant could  issue :  HurreU  y.  Wink  (a).  In  this 
case  there  has  been  no  occupation  within  the  parish  im- 
posing the  rate ;  nor  has  there  been  any  demand  of  the 
rate,  because,  the  shareholders  being  tenants  in  common, 
the  demand  of  the  sum  due  from  one  person  jointly  with 
others  is  insufficient  The  previous  payment  made  by 
Mr.  Chasemore  was  a  matter  of  arrangement,  and  will 
not  affect  the  question  of  his  liability  to  pay  the  whole 
amount  of  the  rate ;  and  the  granting  a  distress-warrant 
being  a  judicial  and  not  a  ministerial  act,  this  Court 
will  not  grant  a  mandamus  unless  it  is  seen  clearly  that 
the  magistrate  has  done  wrong :  Rex  v.  Benn  (^),  where 
Rex  V.  The  Justices  of  Middlesex  {c)  was  expressly  over* 
ruled.  Harper  v.  Ciarr  {d)^  Ex  parte  Ackworth{e). 

CramptOHy  (JPashley  with  him),  contr&. — 1.  This  rate 
was  properly  allowed,  and  it  is  not  necessary  for  this 
application  to  shew  that  any  justices  allowed  it :  Ben- 
nett  V.  Edwards  (f).  And  there  is  no  mode  of  com- 
pelling payment  except  in  this  manner.     2.  There  is  a 

(a)  2  B.  Moore,  4 1 7 ;  8  Taunt.  (d)  7  T.  R.  270. 

369.  (e)  3  Q.  B.  R.  397,  n. 

(6)  6  T.  R.  198.  (/)  7  B.  &  C.  686. 
(c)  1  Wils.  133. 
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1845,        sufficient  occupation,  the  shardiolders  reo^Te  the  toDi» 
^    '      j^    and  are  liable  to  repair  the  bridge,  and  the  diadnctioi 
V.  between  joint  tenants  and  tenants  in  common  does  not 

sp^j.     [He  was  stopped  by  the  Court] 

Moody^  for  the  magistrate. — ^The  warrant  ought  to 
be  in  conformity  with  the  summons.  The  sammons  is 
to  all  the  shareholders,  the  warrant  is  sought  to  issue 
against  this  single  shareholder. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  think  this  rule  most  be  ab- 
solute. The  fourteen  trustees  who  had  the  property 
vested  in  them  do  not  appear  now  to  have  anj  shares^ 
but  if  they  had,  they  would  hold  them  for  the  immedi- 
ate benefit  of  the  shareholders;  therefore,  it  ssems  to  me, 
that,  in  point  of  fiK^t,  the  latter  are  the  occupiers  of  all 
the  visible  prt^Derty,  and  properly  rated  lhe%  as  to 
the  objection  to  the  warrant  going  to  one  individual 
subscriber,  they  have  all  been  summoned  as  tenants  in 
common,  one  appeared,  and  I  think  the  warrait  of  dis- 
tress may  issue  against  him,  as  seised  of  the  whole  pro- 
perty, and  he  must  get  contribution  from  the  rest. 

Pattesox,  J. — I  thought  at  first  that  this  property 
was  vested  in  the  trustees,  and  that  they  neiaiiaged  the 
bridge  and  received  the  tolls,  and  paid  over  the  balance 
to  the  shareholders.  But  it  seems  to  be  otherwise,  and 
that  the  shareholders  have  the  sole  management  It  ap- 
pears from  the  affidavits,  that  a  conveyance  was  made 
to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  permit  thirty  subscribers  to  re- 
ceive the  tolls,  and  have  the  entire  control  of  the  bridge, 
and  the  trustees  are  not  intended,  by  this  indenture,  to 
have  any  power  of  interference,  unless  the  subscribers 
shall  not  pay  certain  yearly  sums ;  when  there  is  no  de- 
fault, it  is  clear  that  it  is  not  intended  that  the  trustees 
should  interfere  in  the  management  of  the  bridge.  Then 
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the  subscribers  appoint  a  receiver,  who  lives  in  a  toll-         \B46. 
house  at  one  end  of  the  bridge,  though  not  at  the  end    xhb  Quxbm 
where  the  tolls  are  taken.     There  is,  therefore,  in  my  ^* 

,  ''        Payntsr. 

opinion,  an  occupation  by  them,  and  they  are  properly 
assessed  for  the  whole.  The  objection  as  to  the  Metro* 
politan  Police  Act  has  been  answered  by  the  case  of 
Bennett  v.  Edmards  {a), 

Williams,  J. — This  is  certainly  rateable  property, 
as  consisting  of  a  bridge ^and  tolls;  then  comes  the 
question,  whether  it  is  occupied  by  any  one,  which  can 
hardly  be  disputed.  Then^  who  is  rateable  ?  Not.  the 
trustees,  for  they  are  not  occujuers;  but  the  diare- 
holders,  who  are,  and  have,  therefore,  been  properly 
assessed  The  only  doubt  is,  whether  Chasemore  alone 
18  liable  to  the  warrant  of  distress.  I  do  not  speak  with 
confidence,  but  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  question  of  oc- 
cupation alone  is  open  to  him  here,  the  other  questions 
as  to  the  amount  and  mode  of  rating  ought  to  have 
been  contested  at  the  sessions.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
the  warrant  of  distress  ought  to  go. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — It  seems  to  me,  that  either  the 
shareholders  are  the  rateable  occupiers,  or  there  are 
none.  That  being  the  only  point  on  which  the  question 
of  jurisdiction  could  arise,  the  magistrate  might  pro- 
perly have  granted  his  warrant;  and  there  is,  in  my 
opinion,  no  objection  in  law  why  the  warrant  should 
not  issue  against  this  one  person,  as  an  occupier. 

Kule  absolute. 

(o)  7  B.  &  C.  586. 
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Mt^  l6iA.  The  Queen  v.  Inhabitants  of  Great  Bolton. 

An  order  finr      A.N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the 

tlie  F6D10TU  Ot  /»  -v  V  « 

apaaperwM  borough  of  Bolton,  in  the  county  of  Lianc&ster,  dated 
ffSk^T^  17th  of  August,  1843,  for  the  removal  of  Am  Higgin- 
1844,  (becmose    g^^  fi^m  ^q  township  of  Great  Bolton,  in  the  said 

UM  copy  MOt  ^ 

toUieappel-  borough,  to  the  township  of  Bradshaw,  in  the  said 
contein  the  rig-  county.  Came  on  for  trial  at  the  Bolton  Sessbns,  held 
jn^oM^u!d  ^  January,  1844,  when  the  appellants  relied  upon  an 
^pu^td,  sab-  objection  stated  in  their  grounds  of  appeal,  '^that  no 
in  respect  of  copy  or  counterpart  of  the  said  order  of  removal  has 
thcr  steps  were  heen  sent  to  us  by  post  or  otherwise."  It  appeared  that, 
Feb"  ^°844  ^^^"^  ^^^  other  documents  required  by  the  4  &  5  WilL  4, 
the  respondents  c.  76,  8.  79,  a  paper,  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  the 
order  for  the  Order,  was  sent  to  the  appellants;  but  that  in  transcrib- 
sMarpau^ron  "^  ^^^^  ^PJ  *^®  Signatures  of  the  two  justices  making 
the  same  jJ^q  order  had  been  omitted:  in  all  other  respects  the 

settlement: —  , 

Held,  1.  That  documents  sent  were  complete  copies.     The  sessions 

of*thetot*  held  the  objection  valid,  and  quashed  the  order ;  but,  on 

ofthe  rim!^*  the  application  of  the  respondents,  granted  a  case  for 

tare  of  the  the  opinion  of  this  Court 

jastices  was  not  *■ 

cbaclasWe  be-         The  respondents,  however,  took  no  steps  towards 

tween  the 

parishes  on  the 

trial  of  the  second  appeal.  * 

2.  That  the  fact  of  the  respondents  not  having  availed  themselves  of  the  case  granted  by 
the  sessions  did  not  preclude  them  from  obtaining  a  second  order,  daring  the  ax  months  in 
which  they  had  the  power  of  bringing  up  the  former  order  by  certiorari. 

The  examination  of  the  pauper  stated,  *'  I  am  unable  to  msintain  myself,  and  am  now 
residing  in,  and  receiving  relief  from,  and  am  actually  chargeable  to,  the  said  township  of 
B/': — Heldf  a  sufficient  statement  of  chargeability. 


Bolton. 
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stating  such  case,  nor  ever  communicated  with  the  ap-         ]84d. 
pellants  as  to  proceeding  with  or  abandoning  it,  nor  did    xhTqwn 
they  make  any  motion  at  the  sessions  relative  thereto ;    .       ^ 

,  ,  .  Inhabitant!  of 

but  the  pauper  having,  since  the  quashing  of  that  order,  Grbat 
become  again  chargeable  to  and  relieved  by  Great  Bol* 
ton,  they  obtained  another  order  of  justices,  dated  17th 
of  February,  1844,  for  her  removal  from  Great  Bolton 
to  Bradshaw,  which  order  was  made  upon  fresh  exami- 
nations, wherein  the  pauper  stated: — "  I  am  unable  to 
mtuntain  myself,  and  am  now  residing  in,  and  receiving 
relief  from,  and  am  actually  chargeable  to,  the  said 
township  of  Great  Bolton/  The  settlement'  stated 
therein  was  the  same  as  that  upon  which  the  former 
order  had  been  founded.  A  true  copy  of  the  order  of 
the  17  th  of  February,  1844,  of  the  examinations,  and 
notice  of  chargeability,  was  duly  transmitted  by  the 
overseers  of  Great  Bolton  to  the  overseers  of  Bradshaw. 

At  the  quarter  sessions  held  for  the  borough  of  Bol- 
ton, in  April,  1844,  the  appellants  entered  and  respited 
an  appeal  agidnst  the  last  order,  which  appeal  was  tried 
at  the  July  sessions,  1844,  when  two  grounds  of  ap- 
peal, substantially  as  follows,  were  relied  upon  by  the 
appellants : — 

*'  1.  That  an  order  was  obtained,  bearing  date  the  17th 
of  August  last,  for  the  removal  of  the  same  pauper,  A. 
H.,  from  the  township  of  Great  Bolton  to  the  township 
of  Bradshaw,  which,  on  the  4th  of  January,  was  quashed 
on  appeal,  with  leave  giv^n  for  the  respondents  to  state 
a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
whereby  the  decision  of  the  quarter  sessions  might  be 
reviewed ;  but  such  case  never  has  been  stated,  and  the 
decision  of  the  sessions  remains  in  full  force  and  effect; 
that,  on  the  17  th  of  February  last,  the  order  now  appealed 
agunst  was  obtained  for  the  removal  of  the  same  pau- 
per, A.  H.,  from  the  township  of  Great  Bolton  to  the 
township  of  Bradshaw,  and  the  examinations  do  not 
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1845.        abew,  nor  is  it  the  fact,  that  any  fresh.  groundB  of  i^ 

ThbQubxii    ™<^^  hkye  ariaen,  nor  has  the  pau{)er  gained,  or  done 

V-  any  act  to  cain  a  settlement  sinoe  the  order  of  the  17th 

Inhikbituite  of        "^  ° 

GmsAT  of  August  was  made  as  aforesaid.  2.  That  the  exa- 
minations for  the  order  dated  17th  of  Febmaiy  do  not 
oontain  the  best  or  any  sufficient  l^il  evidence  or 
proof  that  the  said  A.  H.  was,  {»eTioii8  to  or  at  thst 
time,  actually  chargeable  to  your  township  of  Grest 
Bditon,  no  stafteibent  bong  made  therein  of  any  rdief 
haTiBg  been  afforded  to  her,  nor  of  any  nMney  or  other 
thing  having  been  giyen  to  her  by  your  said  townstop, 
nor  any  facts  stated  to  prove  bar  chaigeability,  die  same 
beii^  stated  only  by  way  of  inferenoe,  and  not  by  alle- 
gation  of  Acts." 

The  sessions  after  argument  decided  in  fiivtraur  of  the 
respondents  upon  the  seoood  ground  of  appeal,  and 
held  that  the  ezaminadons  contained  suffident  eyi- 
dence  of  the  pauper's  chargeability,  but  were  of  ojMmon 
that  the  decision  of  the  Court  on  the  former  orist  of 
removal  was  conclumve  between  the  towniAiips,  and 
that  as  well  upon  that  ground,  as  because  the  said 
second  order  was  issued  before  the  period  had  dapsed 
when  a  writ  of  certiorari  might  have  been  obtwied  bj 
the  req)ondents;  and  that  the  order  of  the  17th  of 
February,  1844^  was  invalid  and  improperly  obtained: 
and  on  these  grounds  the  order  of  removal  was  set 
aside,  subject  to  a  case  for  tiie  opinion  of  this  Court 

If  this  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of 
the  sesMons,  on  the  hearing  of  the  i4)peal  against  the 
order  of  removal  of  the  17th  of  August,  1843,  was  not 
conclusive  between  the  townships;  and  that  the  order  of 
removal  of  the  17th  of  February,  1844,  was  also  rightly 
obtained  by  the  respondents  before  the  expiration  of  the 
time  limited  for  the  issuing  of  the  certiorari  to  remove 
the  former  order  of  sessions;  and  that  the  statement  of 
the  evidence  of  chargeability  contained  in  the 
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tions  whereon  such  kst  order  of  removal  was  made  was        1845. 
sufficient  to  support  such  order;  then  llie  order  of  ses-    th«Q  xvir 
sions  is  to  be  quashed,  and  the  order  of  removal  of  the  *'• 

Inbabitaiitfl  df 

1 7th  of  February  confirmed.     But  if  this  Court  diall      ^kxat 
be  of  a  contrary  opimon  on  all  or  any  of  the  above 
points,  then  such  last-mentioned  order  of  removal  ia 
to  be  set  aside,  and  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  oen- 
firmed. 

PasUey,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions  (a). — 
1.  The  sessions  quashed  the  former  order  of  removal 
because  the  signature  of  the  removing  justices  was 
omitted  in  the  copy  of  the  order  sent  by  the  respond- 
ents. This  is  a  decision  on  the  merits,  and  oondusive 
between  the  parishes.  All  the  examinations  taken  be- 
fore the  justices  must  be  sent  to  the  appellants,  and  the 
omisnon  to  send  any  of  them  is  a  good  ground  of  ap- 
peal: Retina  ▼•  Outwell{b\  Repma  v.  Brixham[e).  If 
some  of  the  materials  are  omitted  to  be  sent  by  the  re- 
spondents, it  is  the  same  thing  as  if  they  failed  to  give 
the  evidence  at  the  trial;  and  the  same  matter  is  in  liti- 
gation in  the  second  i^peal  as  in  the  first :  JEx  parte  Ackr 
worth  {d)y  Regina  v.  CharJbwry  and  Walcot{ey  Where  a 
right  of  appeal  is  given  within  six  months  £rom  the  time 
of  conviction,  and  the  appeal  is  dismissed  for  want  of 
notice,  the  party  cannot  appeal  again,  although  within 
the  six  months :  Rex  v.  The  Jtutices  of  Yorkshire  {f)y 
Regina  v.  The  Justicee  of  Middlesex  (jf).  2.  But,  whe- 
ther the  former  decision  was  one  on  the  merits  or  not, 
Ae  respondents  cannot  obtain  a  second  order  of  re- 
moval during  the  six  months  in  which  the  respondents 

(a)     Before    Lord    Denman,  (d)  3  Q.  B.  R.  397,  n. 

C.  J.,   PattetoHy    WiiUanUy  and  (e)  Id.  378. 

Wighiman,  Js.  (/)  3  T.  R.  776. 

(6)  9  A.  &  E.  886.  {g)  9  Dowl.  170,  per  Patte- 

(c)  8  A.  &  E.  375.  fofi,  J. 
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184^.  had  the  power  to  bring  up  the  fonner  prooeedings  bj 
TbTquuv  <^ertiorui  Had  the  case  been  brought  up,  other  olgee- 
.  J*^  tionBy  going  to  the  pwit  of  aettlementy  might  have  been 
GftiAT  raised  here,  and  the  decision  of  the  Court  on  any  of 
them  in  ikyour  of  the  appellants  would  have  entitled 
them  to  uphold  the  judgment  of  the  sessions:  BexY. 
Sheffbifftan  {a),  Begina  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  BH- 
ing  (6).  It  is  an  established  principle  of  law,  that  f(R«- 
mer  proceedings  against  the  same  parties  must  be  con- 
cluded before  fresh  proceedings  are  commenoed;  and  t 
party  shall  not  be  allowed  to  avail  himself  of  two  reme- 
dies at  the  same  time :  Case  of  the  Borsugh  of  War- 
wick  (c),  Bex  T.  Sparrow  {d)^  KnigkCs  Case  (e),  Begma 
y.  Oundk(f).  The  Court,  acting  on  the  same  prin- 
<aple,  will  not  issue  a  mandamus  where  liie  sesBumB 
have  granted  a  special  case :  Bex  t.  7^  Justices  of  tin 
West  Biding  (g)y  Bex  y.  The  Justices  of  Suffolk  (A), 
and  Bex  y.  TTie  Justices  of  Northamptonshire  (i),  3. 
The  examinations  contain  no  sufficient  statement  of 
chargeability.  The  term  **  relief  "  is  no  technical  ex- 
pression, the  facts  from  which  the  inference  was  drawn 
should  have  been  shewn.  The  statement  that  the  pau- 
per was  receiying  relief  from  the  township  of  Bolton 
does  not  necessarily  imply  that  she  received  money  or 
food,  or  anything  that  must  come  out  of  the  parish 
funds,  nor  does  it  appear  that  the  relief  was  received 
from  any  parish  officer  authorised  to  give  it :  Begina  v. 
Sigh  Bickington  (A),  Begina  v.  Lidford(J). 

Wortley  and  Pickering'y  contr&. — The  4  &  5  Will  4, 

(a)  3  B.  &  A.  382.  (g)  1  A.  &  £.  606. 

(b)  2  Q.  B.  R.  705.  (h)  6  A.  &  £.  100. 

(c)  2Stra.  991.  (i)  Id.  Ill,  n. 

(d)  2  T.  R.  198.  (k)  Ant^,  p.  121. 

(e)  2  lid.  Raym.  1014.  (/)  Ant^,  p.  244. 

(f)  3Q.B.  R.  353. 


^ 
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c.  76,   8.  79,  provides,  that  no  poor  person  shall  be        i845. 
removed  or  removeable  until  certain  conditions  pre-    t^Tq^ 
scribed  by  the  statute  have  been  complied  with.     The  ^' 

Inhabitant!  of 

sessions  quashed  the  former  order  because  those  pre-  _6rbat 
liminary  conditions  had  not  been  performed.  The  de- 
cision only  amounts  to  this,  that,  at  that  particular  time, 
the  pauper  was  not  removeable.  Where  an  order  is 
quashed  for  informality,  or  because  the  pauper  was  not 
chargeable  or  removeable  at  the  time  it  was  made,  it 
concludes  only  that  the  appellants  were  not  then  bound 
to  receive  him,  but  it  does  not  operate  against  a  second 
order :  Rex  v.  Osffatharpe{a).  Where  an  order  is  quashed 
generally,  it  may  be  shewn  on  a  second  appeal  the 
ground  on  which  the  first  order  was  quashed :  Resp  v. 
TFTieelock(b).  In  Be^p  v.  Wick  St.  Lawrence  (c),  an  order 
of  removal  was  quashed  because  at  the  time  the  pauper 
was  irremoveable;  on  the  trial  of  a  second  appeal,  in  re- 
spect of  the  same  settlement,  it  was  shewn  that  the 
pauper  had  subsequently  become  removeable,  and  the 
former  order  was  held  not  conclusive.  In  Bex  v. 
Wye  (d),  an  order  for  the  removal  of  a  man,  his  wife, 
and  six  children,  was  confirmed  on  appeal ;  subsequent 
facts  arose,  shewing  that  the  marriage  was  void  ab 
initio;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  former  order  was  not 
conclusive  proof  of  a  derivative  settlement  of  a  son 
bom  at  the  time  of  the  former  order,  and  unemanci- 
pated.  In  Regina  v.  Perranzabuloe  (e)^  an  order  was 
quashed  for  want  of  a  statement  of  chargeability  in  the 
examinations,  and  it  was  held  to  be  a  decision  on  the 
merits,  and  still  the  respondents  were  not  precluded 
from  obtaining  a  second  order  of  removal.  In  Rex  v. 
Barham{f),  and  Regina  v.  Willoughby{g),  the  orders  of 

(a)  Burr.S.  C.  261.  {e)  Ant^,  p.  16;  3  Q.  B.  R 

{h)  5  B.  &C.  511.  400. 

(c)  5  B.  &  Ad.  526.  (/)  8  B.  &  C.  99. 

{d)  7  A.  &  E.  761.  {g)  4  A.  &  E.  143. 

VOL.  I.  Y  Y  N.8C. 
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1 845.  removal  were  confirmed,  and  the  appeUants  were  enabled 
ip^^"^^^  to  remove  the  panpem  bade  to  the  respondait  parislv 
,  .  .  5*       ^  0^  f<^^^  whidi  aro0e  subfleqnentlT*     This  ia  not  a  re- 

Inhabitant!  of  .  "^ 

GmsAT  moval  under  the  same^  but  a  different  state  of  dxoom- 
stances,  which,  therefore^  entitled  the  leqiondents  to 
r^nove  agmn. 

2.  The  granting  a  ease  by  the  Bessions  gjivea  the 
respondenta  a  particular  privilege,  but  bj  taldng  out  a 
second  order  thej  have  waived  that  privil^e.  In  &r 
▼.  iSif.  Pancras  (a)  the  respondents  obtained  an  oider  of 
removal,  which  was  sent  to  the  ^peUants,  but  befine 
the  removal  of  the  pauper  and  befere  any  appeal  was 
entered,  the  respondents,  discovering  an  enor  in  their 
examinations,  obtained  a  second  order  of  removal,  whidi 
was  served  on  the  appellants,  with  a  notice  of  the  abeih 
donment  of  the  former  order;  and  it  was  held  that  the 
justices  had  jurisdiction  to  make  the  second  order.  The 
jurisdiction  of  the  justices  arises  when  it  ia  ahewn  thai 
the  pauper  is  in  the  respondent  parish,  and  has  become 
chargeable. 

3.  [As  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  statenaent  of  relief, 

they  were  stopped  by  the  Court] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — In  this  case  it  appeared  that  a  pauper  was 
duly  removed  by  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  17th 
August,  1843,  fixMDd  Bolton  to  Bradshaw;  that  at  the 
Michaelmas  sessions  the  said  order  of  renooval  was 
quashed,  on  the  ground  that  the  removing  township  had 
sent,  together  with  notice  of  chargeability,  a  copy  of  the 
examination,  and  a  copy  of  the  order  of  removal,  omit- 
ting the  signature  of  the  two  justices.  The  court  of 
quarter  sessions,  however,  granted  a  case  for  the  opinion 
of  this  Court  on  the  validity  of  this  objection.     No  step 

(a)  3  Q.  B.  R.  347. 


> 


BOLTOW. 
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wa8  taken  in  consequence;  \miy  on  the  1 7th  Feblruurj^        >846. 
1844,  the  pauper  continuing  to  be  chargeable,  they  pro-    ^^^  que«n 
cored  a  firesh  order  on  the  same  examination  as  to  her    ,  ^  ^.^-  ^    ^ 

*  Inhabitanti  of 

settlement  as  that  which  had  obtfdned  the  former  order  Qkcat 
oT  August,  1843;  and,  at  the  quarter  sessions  of  the 
borough  of  Bolton,  on  the  fourth  of  July  last,  the  last* 
mentioned  order  was  quashed,  subject  to  a  case  which 
raises  three  questions  for  our  opinion : — Krst,— whether 
the  statement  of  the  pauper  being  chargeable  is  suffi-* 
dent?  Second, — whether  it  was  competent  for  the 
teqxmdents  to  obtain  a  fresh  order  of  removal  after 
kiving  obtained  the  case  from  the  court  of  quarter  ses- 
sions as  above  stated.  Third, — whether  the  order  of 
icmoval  quashed  was  conclusive  under  the  circumstances 
against  the  respondent  to?mship,  so  as  to  prevent  the 
fresh  order. 

The  last,  by  far  the  most  important  question,  we  shall 
consider  first. 

The  rule  that  an  order  of  removal  quashed  is  conclu- 
sive between  the  same  parties  was  always  open  to  the 
exception  of  a  firesh  settlement  having  been  gained. 
This  exception  is  undoubtedly  founded  upon  a  very 
plain  and  intelligible  principle.  The  doctrine,  however, 
has,  in  many  cases  which  it  is  not  needful  to  enumerate 
httve,  been  carried  further.  At  the  head  of  these  cases 
atands  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Wiek  St  Lawrence(a)j  in 
which  the  second  point  decided  was,  that  if  the  settle- 
ment be  not  in  question  and  adjudicated  upon,  the  first 
order  is  not  condusive,  or,  in  other  words,  the  second 
order  may  be  made,  although  no  subsequent  settlement 
had  intervened.  The  case  of  Bear.  Wheelock{b)y  with- 
out mentioning  more,  was  a  strong  auth<»il^  on  the 
same  point. 

In  the  present  case,  our  opinion  is  formed  on  the  par- 

(a)  5  B.  &  Ad.  526.  (h)  5  B.  &  C.  51  >. 

Y  y2 
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1845.        ticular  facts  of  it ;  the  first  order  was  quashed  upon  t 

ThTSueen    ™a^r   ^    merely  of  form  as  well  can  be  imagined. 

,  ^-       ^   The  omisdon  in  the  copy  of  the  dmature  o£  the  two 

Inhabitants  of     ^       ,  * "  ° 

Great       justices  making  the  order  was  not  calculated  by  any 
possibility  to  mislead^  or  to  create  the  slightest  doubt  or 
uncertainty  as  to  the  case  intended  to  be  set  up  by  the 
respondents.     Whether  the  objection  so  taken  ooght 
or  not  to  have  prevailed^  it  is  unnecessary  to  offer  any 
opinion;  but  it  is  obvious,  if  the  appellants  had  any 
merits^  and  were  disposed  to  try  them,  it  would  not 
have  been  taken.    We  think,  therefore,  as  other  grounds 
have  been  deemed  sufficient  to  justify  a  second  order  of 
removal,  after  a  former  one  quashed,  without  a  new  set- 
tlement occurring,  it  is  hardly  possible  to  conceive  a 
stronger  case  than  the  present  to  warrant  such  a  pro- 
ceeding.    Besting,  therefore,  entirely  upon  that  ground, 
we  are  of  opinion  that,  in  this  case,  the  objection  ought 
not  to  prevail. 

Upon  the  second  point,  we  think  there  was  nothing 
final  or  conclusive  in  the  respondents  having  applied  for 
and  obtained  from  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  the 
liberty  to  state  a  case,  so  as  to  preclude  them  from  hav- 
ing recourse  to  any  other  form  of  proceeding  which 
might  be  open  to  them.  It  was  a  benefit  to  the  re- 
spondents which  they  might  forego.  No  attempt  has 
been  made  to  pursue  both  remedies  at  once;  on  the 
contrary,  it  is  stated  that  no  steps  had  been  taken  to 
bring  up  a  case  into  this  Court,  but  it  would  be  con- 
sidered as  having  been  abandoned  altogether;  the  ap- 
pellants, it  must  be  observed,  having  been  in  no  degree 
affected  by  the  application  to  the  sessions,  and  their 
granting  #  case,  as  mentioned. 

On  the  last  point  of  chargeability,  the  examination  of 
the  pauper  is  as  follows:  ~"  I  am  unable  to  maintain  my- 
self^ and  am  now  residing  in,  and  am  receiving  relief 
from,  and  am  actually  chargeable  to,  the  said  township 
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of  Grreat  Bolton."  We  think  this  statement  goes  fiir- 
ther  than  the  mere  allegation  that  the  pauper  is  actually 
chargeable,  which  has  been  held  insufficient ;  the  receiv- 
ing relief  makes  the  pauper  so  receiving  it  actually 
chargeable. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  order  of  the  sessions 

must  be  quashed. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 
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Ths  duBinr 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
Grxat 
Bolton. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Derbyshire. 


May  15th. 


J.N  pursuance  of  a  notice  under  the  stat.  4  &  6  Vict.  The  4  &  5  Viet. 

,    •  c.  59,  8.  1,  cm- 

c  59(a),  Charles  Brunt,  the  surveyor  of  highways  for  powers  jnstioes 
the  parish  of  Hartshome,  attended  at  the  special  ses-  JJ^^S^)^- 
sions,  held  on  the  Ist  of  April,  1844,  when  the  cases  mentof  apor- 

'  r     »  »  tionofthe 

under  the  Highway  Act  were  adjourned  till  the  23rd  of  highway  rate  in 
ApriL     C.  Brunt  was  made  acquainted  with  the  ad-  the  repain'of 

the  turnpike 
road  in  8ach 
parish.    Sect.  3  gives  a  right  of  appeal  to  the  quarter  sessions,  if  notice  is  given  within  six 
days  after  sach  order  jadgment,  or  determination  shall  be  so  made  or  given  as  aforesaid :— > 
Held,  that  the  appeal  mast  be  made  within  six  days  after  the  order  was  made  at  the 
special  sessions,  without  reference  to  the  time  when  the  order  was  served  on  the  appellant. 


(a)  Sect.  1,  ant^,  p.  529. 

Sect  3  enacts,  "  that^if  any 
person  shall  think  himself  ag- 
grieved by  any  order,  judgment 
or  determination  made,  or  by 
any  matter  or  thing  done,  by  * 
any  justices  of  the  peace,  at  any 
•uch  special  sessions,  in  pursu- 
ance of  this  act,  such  person  shall 
be  at  liberty  to  make  his  com- 
plaint thereof,  by  appeal,  to  the 
justices  of  the  peace  at  the  next 
genera]  or  quarter  sessions  of  the 
peace  to  be  held  for  the  county, 
riding,  division,  or  place  wherein 
Che  cause  of  such  complaint  shall 


arise,  such  appellant  first  giving 
to  such  justices  ten  days'  notice  in 
writing  of  the  grounds  of  such 
appeal,  within  six  days  after  such 
orderjudgment,  or  determination 
shall  be  so  made  or  given  as 
aforesaid,  who  are  hereby  re- 
quired,  within  forty-eight  hours 
after  the  receipt  of  such  notice, 
to  return  all  proceedings  what- 
ever had  before  them,  respect- 
ively, touching  the  matter  of  such 
appeal,  to  the  said  justices  at  the 
general  or  quarter  sessions  afore- 
said," &c 
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1845.        joununenty  and  attended,  aod  waa  examined  befoiit  tU 

ThTquun    J^^^"^^  ^°  ^  2^^  ^f  A|MiL    At  thaae  aesMooi  evi- 
,    f  •     ^     denoe  was  heard,  and  aa  order  was  mad^  under  tbe 

Justices  of 

Db&byshirb.  hands  and  seaU  of  two  justioea,  directing  C.  Bnmt^  as 
surveyor  of  the  parish  of  Hartshome,  to  pay  the  sum  of 
100/.,  out  of  the  highway  rate,  tt>  the  treaeurer  of  the 
trustees  of  a  certain  turnpike  road  in  that  parish.  Oa 
the  5th  of  July,  a  oopy  of  the  order  was  served  on  him. 
»  On  the  1 1th  of  July  he  served  a  notice  upon  the  justices 

who  made  the  order,  of  his  intention  to  enter  and  pro- 
secute an  appeal  against  the  sud  order,  at  the  next 
general  quarter  sessions.  On  the  17  th  of  October,  the 
appeal  came  on  to  be  heard,  when  tbe  reqK>Qdents  ob- 
jected that  the  notice  of  appeal  was  not  in  time,  that  it 
should  have  been  given  within  six  days  after  tbe  day  of 
the  date  of  the  order,  instead  of  six  days  afler  the  ser- 
vice thereof.  The  sessions  held,  that  the  notice  of  ap- 
peal was  not  given  within  the  time  required  by  the 
statute,  and  dismissed  the  appeal  It  appeared  from 
the  affidavits,  that  the  justices,  on  the  23rd  of  April, 
signed  the  order  in  blank,  and  that  it  was  filled  up  by 
their  clerk  afterwards,  but  that  they  signed  it  in  the 
belief  that  it  was  so  fiUed  up,  and  would  have  the  dhoi 
of  a  valid  and  effectual  instrument 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  1844,  Clarke^  Serjt,  obtained  a 
rule  nisi,  calling  upon  the  justices  to  shew  cause  why  a 
mandamus  should  not  issue,  commanding  them  to  enter 
continuances  and  hear  the  appeal  against  the  said  order. 

Whitehurst  and  WiUmore  shewed  cause  (a). — >The  4 
&  5  Vict  c.  59,  s.  8,  requires  notice  of  appeal  to  be 
given  within  six  days  afler  the  order,  judgment,  or  de- 
termination shall  be  made  or  given*    The  dx  days  must 


(a)  May  1st,  before  Lord  Z>#fMiafi,  C.  J»,  PmUmmny  fFUUawu^  and 
Wightman^  Js. 


^ 
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be  calculated  from  the  time  when  the  order  was  made        i84^. 
at  the  special  vessions,  and  not  from  the  time  when    xhbQu«mi 
it  was  served  on  the  Burreyor.     It  becomes  bindinjy  on  v. 

«  A  i.«*%i*i.«  Justices  of 

the  surveyor  from  the  tmie  it  is  signed  by  the  justices,   DsaBYSBiBt. 

and  the  fact  that  it  is  signed  in  blank  and  filled  up 

afterwards  cannot  make  any  difference.      The  first  seo^ 

tion  of  the  statute  requires  twenty-one  days'  notice  to 

be  given  to  the  surveyor  before  such  specnal  sessions^ 

the  justices,  therefore,  cannot  proceed  to  make  any  order 

unless  the  surveyor  has  had  notice,  and  if  he  is  then 

absent  it  is  by  his  own  default.    In  this  case  it  appears 

he  was  actually  present  and  heard  the  order  made^     In 

Proser  v.  Hyde  (a),  it  was  held  that  an  appeal  against  a 

conviction  under  the  24  G^a  3>  c  31,  must  be  to  the 

quarter  sessions  next  after  the  conviction,  and  not  afW 

the  execution;  and,  where  an  order  of  justices  has  been 

made  for  stopping  up  a  road,  under  13  Greo.  3,  o.  78^ 

s.  19,  an  appeal  is  given  to  the  party  grieved  by  such 

order  or  proceeding,  at  the  next  quarter  sessions  after 

such  order  made  or  proceeding  had;  and  it  was  held 

that  the  appeal  must  be  made  to  the  quarter  sessions 

next  after  the  order  made,  without  reference  to  any 

notice  received  by  the  appellant  of  such  order :  Beat  v^ 

The  Justices  of  Pembrokeshire  (ft),  Rex  v.  The  Justi&es  of 

Staffordshire  (c). 

Clarkey  Serjt,  and  Wildman^  contriL — The  order  pixy- 
duced  at  the  sessions  bore  date  the  23rd  of  April,  but  it 
was  filled  up  and  completed  afterwards.  The  time  for 
appealing  must  date  from  the  time  when  it  is  served,  for 
the  surveyor  is  not  obliged  to  appear  before  the  special 
sessions,  and,  although  present  in  court,  he  would  not  be 
bound  to  take  notice  of  the  order  until  served.  Besides, 
the  surveyor  is  bound  to  state  the  grounds  of  his  apped, 

(a)  1  T.  R.  414.  {h)  2  EMt,  213.  (e)  3  East,  151. 
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1845.        which  he  could  not  do  until  he  had  been  aerved  with  a 

Turn  QuBBN    ^Py  ^^  *^®  order.     In  Rex  v.  2^  Justices  of  Lancor 

.*•  shire  (a),  a  right  of  appeal  is  ^ven  by  the  4  Geo.  4, 

Dbrbtshibb.  c.  95,  8.  87,  within  six  days  **  after  the  cause  of  ocmii- 

plaint  arises,"  and  it  was  held  that  the  order  was  not 

complete  till  the  party  was  in  possession  of  it,  and  that 

the  cause  of  comphdnt  arose  when  that  order  was  served. 

In  Rex  y.  The  Justices  of  Devon  (i),  an  appeal  was  ^ven 

in  similar  terms ;  a  distress-warrant  was  issued  under 

which  the  parties'  goods  were  seized,  and  it  was  held, 

that  the  cause  o^  complaint  was  the  seizure  of  the  goods, 

and  not  the  granting  of  the  warrant. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — This  was  a  rule  for  a  mandamus  to  the 
justices  of  Derbyshire  to  enter  continuances  and  hear 
an  appeal  against  an  order  for  the  payment  of  money 
by  the  surveyor  of  the  parish  of  Hartshome  to  the  trus- 
tees of  a  turnpike  road. 

The  only  question  on  such  application  was,  whether 
the  quarter  sessions  have  done  right  in  refusing  to  hear 
the  appeal.  Their  refusal  was  grounded  on  the  allied 
insufficiency  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  which  was  served  on 
the  1 1th  of  July ;  the  order  appealed  from  was  adjudged 
to  be  made  at  the  special  sessions  holden  on  the  23rd  of 
April,  and  was  dated  on  that  day.  In  the  notice  of 
appeal  it  is  described  as  an  order  dated  the  23rd  of  April 
The  affidavit  on  which  this  rule  was  obtained  stated, 
that  the  order  was  in  fact  served  on  the  5th  of  July; 
the  notice  of  appeal  was  duly  entered,  but  an  objection 
was  raised  by  the  counsel  for  the  respondent,  that  the 
notice  of  appeal  was  not  ^ven  in  due  time,  and  that  the 
same  ought  to  have  been  given  within  six  days  after 
making  the  order,  instead  of  six  days   after  service 

(a)  8  B.  &  C.  593.  (b)  1  M.  &  S.  411. 
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thereof;  the  Court  decided  the  notice  was  insufficient)         i846. 
and  dismissed  the  appeal  T*""auMK 

This  statement  neatly  raises  the  pointy  whether  the  v* 

Justices  of 

order  can  be  said  to  have  been  made  on  the  23rd  of  Dbbbtbhirb. 

April,  when  it  was  agreed  upon,  or  whether  it  was 

made  on  the  day  it  was  served.    In  the  former  case,  the 

notice  was  too  late,  and  the  Court  was  right;  in  the  latter 

it  came  in  due  time,  and  the  appeal  ought  still  to  be 

heard* 

The  order  was  made  under  the  4  &  5  Vict,  c 
59,  which  gives  power  to  the  justices  at  special  sessions, 
on  information  laid  before  them  by  the  treasurer  of  the 
turnpike  road,  and  afler  notice  of  such  information  to 
the  parish  surveyor,  to  examine  the  state  of  the  turnpike 
funds  and  other  matters,  and  order  what  portion,  if  any, 
of  such  highway  rate  should  be  paid  by  the  parish  sur- 
veyor to  such  treasurer.  The  third  section  gives  power 
of  appeal,  giving  to  the  justices  six  days'  notice  after 
such  order,  judgment,  or  determination  shall  be  so  made 
or  given  as  aforesaid.  The  learned  counsel  who  opposed 
the  rule  relied  on  two  cases  as  decisive  authority  in 
their  fiivour.  Bex  v.  The  Jtutices  of  Pembrokeshire  (a), 
however,  undoubtedly  went  upon  no  ground  inconsistent 
with  the  opposite  view.  The  order  there  was  for  stop- 
ping a  road;  it  was  made  in  April,  and  appealed  against 
at  the  Michaelmas  sessions.  The  three  learned  Judges 
who  held  that  appeal  too  late,  all  observed  that  it  was 
too  late  at  all  events,  for  the  affidavits  shewed,  and  it 
had  been  proved  at  the  sessions,  that  the  appellant  had 
notice  of  what  was  going  on  in  the  month  of  April.  In 
Michaelmas  Term  following,  the  Court  held,  in  Rex  v. 
TTie  Justices  of  Staffordshire  (A),  that  the  time  for  ^v- 
ing  notice  of  appeal  against  an  order  for  stopping  a 
road  must  be  reckoned  from  the  order  made,  or  pro- 

(a)  2  East,  213.  (&)  3  EmI,  151. 
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1846.        oeeding  had,  and  not  from  that  of  notice  to  the  party 

T^bQusbk   ^^SS^^^^     There  the  words  of  the  statute  were  hdd 

V-  imperatiye  on  the  Court.    Le  Bianc,  J.,  obeerves  thiit 

Jttttioei  of, 

DBBBrsBimB.  in  the  case  of  a  public  highway,  ail  the  King's  subjeeti 
may  be  sud  to  be  interested,  and  that  there  would  be  no 
end  of  appeal  if  the  right  were  kept  alive  until  any  cam 
who  might  think  himself  aggrieved  had  received  personal 
notice.  On  the  other  hand,  the  case  of  Bex  v.  The 
Jnstices  of  Lancashire  (a)  was  cited,  in  which  the  act 
gives  the  i^peal  against  an  order  in  terms  mmilar  to  the 
{Mresent,  only  that  the  words  are  *^  cause  of  complaint,** 
and  dates  it  from  the  cause  of  complaint^  as  this  act  does 
bom  the  period  of  time  of  the  order  made  or  given ;  and 
where  the  Court  held,  that  the  cause  of  complaint  arose  at 
the  time  of  serving  the  order.  The  rea^ns  assigned  by 
BayUyj  J.,  are  perfectly  applicable  to  the  jnreaent  case ; 
they  were  agreed  to  by  Hobroyd  and  lAtdedale^  Js.,  and 
we  think  them  sound  in  princij^  Those  two  cases  b^• 
fore  mentioned  were  referred  to  in  the  argument,  but 
are  not  noticed  in  the  judgment,  probably,  because  they 
are  entirely  dissimilar ;  but,  although  we  were  much  in- 
clined to  think  the  present  case  was  ruled  by  that 
decision,  there  is  an  obvious  distinction  between  the 
language  of  the  two  statutes.  The  cause  of  complaint 
may  well  be  taken  to  mean  something  directly  affecting 
the  party  appealing,  or  at  any  rate  brought  to  his  know- 
ledge. The  period  fixed  in  the  present  act  is  the  mak- 
ing or  giving  of  the  order,  judgment  or  determination, 
which  is  too  distinct  and  express  to  admit  of  being  va- 
ried by  any  gloss  of  construction.  We  may  add,  the 
act  provides  some  means  for  giving  notoriety  to  the  pro- 
ceedings at  the  special  sessions,  and  even  notice  to  par- 
ties directly  interested  in  opposing  the  making  of  such 
an  order. 

We  are  of  opinion  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  pro- 

(a)  8  B.  &  C.  593. 
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periy  considered  the  order  to  have  been  made  at  the 
special  sessions,  on  the  facts  disclosed  on  affidavits  as 
having  appeared  before  them,  and  that  the  period  of  the 
order  made  is  that  to  which  the  act  of  Parliament  re- 
fers, and  the  time  within  which  the  notice  is  to  be 
given. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  sessions  were  right,  and 

the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


1845. 


ThbQusbk 

v. 

JuBtiisetof 

Dbrbtsbirb. 


The  Queen  v.  Wilcock. 

N  the  1st  of  May,  1844,  Joshua  Taylor  was  con- 
victed by  two  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  West  Biding 


0 


May  15M. 


The  17  6eo.3 
c.  56, 1.  10, 
reciting,  that 
materiali  used 
in  the  woollen  Sec.  mannfactiire  are  frequently  found  concealed  in  the  poeseanon  of  persona 
who  have  receired  the  lame,  knowing  them  to  be  purloined  or  embenled,  or  known  not  to 
be  entitled  to  dispose  of  the  same,  and  that  the  discovery  of  Inch  purloiners,  &c.,  is  full  of 
diflScalty,  &c.,  enacts,  that  any  two  justices  upon  complaint  that  any  such  purloined,  &c., 
materiais  are  concealed  in  any  dwelling-house,  flee.,  by  their  warrant  to  cause  such  dwelling- 
house,  &c.,  to  be  searched  in  the  daytime,  and  if  any  such  materials  suspected  to  be  purloined, 
&c.,  shall  be  found  therein,  to  cause  the  same,  and  the  person  in  whose  house,  flee,  the  same 
shall  be  found,  to  be  brought  before  any  two  justices,  and  if  the  said  person  shall  not  give  an 
aeeount  to  the  satisfaction  of  such  justices  how  he  came  by  the  same,  such  person  i^all  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanour,  and  punished  as  the  act  directs. 

Sect.  14  enacts,  that  every  such  person  not  producing  the  party  of  whom  he  reoeiTed 
the  materials,  nor  giving  a  satisfactory  account  how  he  became  possessed  of  the  same,  shaU 
for  the  first  offence  forfeit  20/.,  one  moiety  to  the  informer,  and  the  other  to  the  poor  of  the 
parish,  or  such  public  charity  as  the  justices  shall  appoint. 

The  58  Geo.  3,  c.  51,  s.  1,  repeals,  inter  alia,  an  act  passed  in  the  iAirteenih  year  of 
Geo.  3,  intituled,  '*  An  act,"  flee,  (setting  out  the  exact  words  of  the  title  of  the  ieventeen 
Geo.  3,  c.  56),  and  provides  for  a  different  distribution  of  the  penalties. 

The  3  Geo.  4,  c.  23,  s.  2,  enacts,  that,  in  all  cases  where  two  justices  are  authorised  to 
hear  and  determine  any  complaint,  one  justice  may  do  so,  and  issue  the  summons  requiring 
the  parties  to  appear  before  two  justices ;  and  provides,  that,  where  the  original  complaint 
shall  be  made  to  any  justices  different  from  those  before  whom  the  same  shall  be  heard  and 
determined,  the  form  of  conviction  shall  be  made  conformable,  and  according  to  the  fact. 

Heldf  1.  That  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  conviction  under  the  17  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  ss.  10  and 
14,  should  state  that  the  materials  found  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  were  found  in 
bis  dwelling-house,  or  concealed  therein,  or  under  a  seareh-warrant,  the  word  "  such" 
relating  to  the  nature  of  the  article  found,  and  not  to  the  circumstances  under  which  it  is 
found. 

2.  That  the  58  Geo.  3,  c.  51,  referring  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  17  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  not- 
withstanding the  mistake  in  the  title,  the  intention  of  the  legislature  must  be  held  to  repeal 
the  1 7  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  and  the  incorrect  year  must  be  rejected. 

3.  Where  ^e  original  information  has  been  taken  bdbre  two  justioes,  and  the  conviction 
made  by  two  different  justices,  the  form  of  the  conviction  under  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  23,  s.  2, 
slMMild  be  in  conformity  with  that  fact. 
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of  Yorkshire)  of  a  mifidemeanour^  under  the  17  Gea  3, 
c  56  (a),   for  having  in  his  possession  a  qoantitj  of 


(a)  Intituled,  "  An  Act  for  a- 
mending  and  rendering  more  ef- 
fectual the  leveral  laws  now  in 
being  for  the  more  effectual  pre- 
Tenting  of  frauds  and  abuses  by 
persons  employed  in  the  manu- 
facture of  hats,  and  in  the  wool- 
len, linen,  fustian,  cotton,  iron, 
leather,  fur,  hemp,  flax,  mohair, 
and  silk  manufactures;  and  also 
for  making  provisions  to  prevent 
frauds  by  journeymen  dyers." 

Sect.  10,  reciting,  *<  that  it  fre- 
quently happens  that  materials 
used  in  the  manufactures  before 
mentioned,  are  found  or  known 
to  be  concealed  in  the  possession 
of  persons  who  have  received  the 


for  searching  the  bouses  sad 
other  places  of  tbe  personi  m 
convicted,  bat  no  such  authority 
is  given  before  conviction,  nor  in 
any  other  house  or  place  except 
such  aa  belongs  to  a  person  con- 
victed;" enacts,  "That  itshsll 
and  may  be  lawful  for  any  two 
justices  of  the  peace  of  any  coun- 
ty, riding,  division,  city,  liberty, 
town,  or  place,  upon  complaint 
made  to  them  upon  oath,  by  any 
one  credible  person,  or  (being 
of  the  people  called  Quakers) 
upon  solemn  affirmation  thst 
there  is  cause  to  suspect  that 
any  such  purloined  or  embezded 
materials  whether  mixed  or  on- 


same  knowing  them  to  be  pur-  mixed,  wrought  or  unwrougbt, 
loined  or  embezzled,  or  of  per-  are  concealed  in  any  dwelling- 
sons  known  not  to  be  entitled  to  house,  out-house,  yard,  garden, 
dispose  of  the  same;  and  where-  or  other  place  or  places,  by  virtue 


as  the  discovery  and  conviction 
of  the  purloiners  and  embezzlers, 
buyers  and  receivers  of  such  ma- 
terials is  full  of  difficulty,  from 
the  close  and  clandestine  manner 
in  which  the  offence  is  commit- 
ted, and  there  is  still  greater  dif- 
ficulty in  proving  whose  property 
such  materials  are,  and  it  would 
tend  to  the  discouragement  and 
suppression  of  such  offences  if  the 
discovery  and  conviction  of  such 
offenders  were  rendered  more 
easy;  and  whereas,  by  an  act, 
(22  Geo.  2,  c.  27),  justices  of  the 
peace,  eSier  conviction  of  any 
offender  for  purloining  or  em- 
bezzling the  said  materials,  or 
for  buying  or  receiving  the  same, 
are  authorised  to  grant  warrants 


of  a  warrant  under  their  hands 
and  seals,  to  cause  every  such 
dwelfing-house,  out^house,  ysrd, 
garden,  or  place,  to  be  searched 
in  the  daytime ;  and,  if  any  aoch 
materials,  suspected  to  be  pur- 
loined or  embezzled,  shall  be 
found  therein,  to  cause  the  same, 
and  the  person  or  persons  in 
whose  house,  out-house,  yard, 
garden,  or  other  place  the  same 
shall  be  found,  to  be  brought  be- 
fore any  two  justices  of  the  pesce 
for  the  same  county,  &c. ;  and  if 
the  said  person  or  persons  shall 
not  give  an  account  to  the  satis- 
faction of  such  justices  how  he, 
she,  or  they  came  by  the  same, 
then  the  said  person  or  persons 
so  offending  shall  be  deemed  and 
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worsted  yarn,  suspected  to  have  been  embezzled.     The 
conviction  was  as  follows : — 


adjudged  guilty  of  a  misdemean- 
our, and  shall  be  punished  in 
manner  hereinafter  mentioned, 
although  no  proof  shall  be  given 
to  whom  such  materials  be- 
long." 

Sect.  14  enacts,  "  That  every 


The  3  Geo.  4,  c.  23,    s.  2, 

enacts,  "  That  in  all  cases  where 
two  or  more  justices,  deputy- 
lieutenants,  or  others,  are  au- 
thorised and  required  to  hear 
and  determine  any  complaint, 
one  justice,  deputy-lieutenant,  or 


person  deemed  and  adjudged  such  other  person  shall  be  com- 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanour  in  hav-  petent  to  receive  the  original  in- 
ing  in  his  or  her  possession  any  formatioif  or  complaint,  and  to 
materials  suspected  to  be  pur-  issue  the  summons  or  warrant 
loined  or  embezzled,  and  not  pro-  requiring  the  parties  to  appear 
ducing  the  party  or  parties,  being  before  two  or  more  justices  of 
duly  entitled  to  dispose  of  the  the  peace,  deputy-lieutenants  or 
same,  of  whom  he  or  she  bought  others,  as  the  case  may  require ; 
or  received  the  same,  nor  giving  and,  after  examination  upon  oath 
a  satisfactory  account  how  he  into  the  merits  of  the  said  com- 
or  she  came  by  the  same,  &c.,  plaint,and  the  adjudication  there- 
shall  for  every  such  misdemeanour  upon,  by  any  such  two  justi- 
forfeit,  for  the  first  ofience,  the  ces,  deputy-lieutenants,  or  other 
sum  of  20/.,  to  be  levied  by  dis-  persons,  being  made,  all  and 
tress,  and  apportioned  as  therein  every  the  subsequent  proceedings 

directed  &c ;  and,  if  no  to  enforce  obedience  thereto  or 

sufficient  distress  shall  be  found  otherwise,  whether  respecting  the 
whereon  to  levy  the  said  respect-  penalty,  fine,  imprisonment,  costs, 
ive  forfeitures,  then  the  said  jus-  or  other  matter  or  thing  now  en- 
tices shall  and  may  commit  every  acted,  or  to  be  hereafter  enacted, 
such  ofiTender  so  respectively  may  be  enforced  by  either  of  the 
deemed  and  adjudged  guilty  as  said  justices,  deputy-lieutenants, 
aforesaid  to  the  common  gaol,  or  or  other  persons,  on  any  other 
other  prison,  or  house  of  correc-  justice  of  the  peace  or  deputy- 
tion  within  his  or  their  jurisdic-  lieutenant  for  the  same  county, 
tion,  without  bail  at  mainprize,  riding,  or  place,  in  such  and  the 
for  the  space  of  one  month,  for  like  manner  as  if  done  by  the 
the  first  offence,'*  &c.  same  two  justices,  deputy-lieu- 
The  58  Geo.  3,  c.  51,  s.  1,  re-  tenants,  or  other  persons  who  so 
peals,  inter  alia,  an  act  passed  in  heard  and  adjudged  the  said  com- 
the  \3th  year  of  Geo.  3,  intituled  plaint;  and,  where  the  original 
<*  An  Act"  &c.  (setting  out  the  complaint  or  information  shall  be 
exact  words  of  the  title  of  the  17  made  to  any  justice  or  justices  of 
Geo.  3,  e.  56),  and  provides  for  the  peace,  deputy -lieutenant  or 
a  different  distribution  of  the  pe-  deputy-lieutenants,  or  other  per- 
nalties.  son  or  persons  different  from  him 


1845. 
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1 845.  West  Ridaig  of  Torkihire,  to  wit.— «Be  it  remcmbefed^  thik,  ondie 

^     V     ^       Ist  day  of  May,  a.  d.  1844,  at  the  parish  of  Bradford,  in  theWeit 
The  Qubkv     Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  Joshua  Taylor,  of  the  township  of 
WiLcocK.       North  Bierby,  in  the  said  parish  of  Bradford,  in  the  West  Riding, 
weaver,  was  convicted  before  us,  Henry  Wickham  Wickhain,£aq., 
and  John  Oamett  Horsfall,  Esq.,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace  in  and  for  the  said  West  Riding  of  the  said  county  of  York, 
upon  the  information,  upon  oath,  of  Joseph  Wilcock,  of  the  townahip 
of  Bradford,  in  th«  said  riding,  inspector  of  worsted  yam,  a  cndi))le 
person,  the  informer  in  this  behalf,  and  upon  evidence  on  the  oaths 
of  certain  persons  of  whom  the  said  informer  was  not  one,  to  wit,  of 
Joseph  Field,  of  the  township  of  Bradford  aforesaid,  in  the  said  rid- 
ing, police  officer,  and  Joseph  Foster,  of  the  township  of  Bradford 
aforesaid,  inspector  of  worsted  yam,  credible  witnesses,  of  a  misde- 
meanour, for  that  he  the  said  Joshua  Taylor  had,  on  the  20th  day  of 
April,  in  the  said  a.  d.  1844,  in  his  the  said  Joshua  Taylor's  dwell- 
ing-house, situate  in  the  township  of  North  Bierby,  in  the  parish 
aforesaid,  in  the  West  Riding  aforesaid,  the  said  township  of  North 
Bierby  then  and  thence  hitherto  and  still  being  a  township,  having 
separate  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  township,  and  the  inhabit- 
ants of  the  said  township  then  and  thence  hitherto  and  still  main- 
taining the  poor  of  the  said  township,  separately  and  apart  from  the 
said  parish  at  large,  certain  materials  used  in  the  woollen  and  worsted 
manufactures,  to  wit,  two  pounds'  weight  of  worsted  yam  and  two 
pounds'  weight  of  alpacha  yam,  then  and  there  suspected  to  be  pur- 
loined or  embezzled,  and  then  and  there  found  in  the  dwelling-bouse 
of  the  said  Joshua  Taylor,  and  in  the  possession  of  the  said  Joshua 
Taylor ;  and  the  said  materials  so  found  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said 
Joshua  Taylor  having  been  duly  brought  together  before  us,  the  said 
Henry  Wickham  Wickham  and  John  Garnett  Horsfall,  so  being 
such  justices  as  aforesaid,  on  the  said  Ist  day  of  May,  a.  d.  1844^  at 
the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  riding  aforesaid,  he  the  said  Joshua  Tay- 
lor did  not  then,  or  at  any  other  time,  give  an  account  to  the  satis* 
faction  of  us,  the  said  Henry  Wickham  Wickham  and  John  Gamett 
Horsfall,  so  being  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  how  he  came  by  the 
said  materials,  nor  did  he,  the  said  Joshua  Taylor,  then,  or  at  any 
other  time,  produce  before  us,  the  said  justices,  the  party  or  parties,  or 
any  person  or  persons,  duly  entitled  to  dispose  of  the  same  materials, 
of  or  from  whom  he  bought  or  received  the  same,  but,  though  then  and 
there  required  by  us,  the  said  justices,  then  and  there  wholly  neglect- 
ed and  refused  so  to  do,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  whereby,  and  by  force  of  the  said  statute, 

or  them  before  whom  the  same     made  conformable, and  according 
shall  be  heard  and  determined,     to  the  fact." 
the  form  of  conviction  shall  be 
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tb«  said  ScditUL  Taylor  If  to  be  deemed  and  adyadgcd  guilty  ef  •  1M5. 

mlBdemeaaour.    Whereupon  we,  the  laid  Henry  Wickbam  Wickham       ^     v     '^ 

and  John  Gamett  Honfall,  so  being  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  do     Tbb  Quxiir 

adjudge  the  said  Joshua  Taylor  to  be  guilty  of  the  said  misdemeanour,       Wilcock 

and  that  he  batk  forfeited,  for  Ms  said  effenee,  being  hie  first  offence, 

the  sum  of  20/.,  of  lawful  money  ef  Great  Bdtai%  to  be  paid,  a^ 

plied»  and  diatributed  as  the  law  directs,  according  to  the  forme  and 

directions  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided ;  and,  if  the 

same  be  not  paid,  and  no  sufficient  distress  shall  be  foond  whereon 

to  levy  tbe  said  penalty  and  iDrfeiture  of  201.,  Iben  we,  the  said  jue« 

tieee,  do  ac^udge  that  the  said  Joshua  Taylor  be  committed  to  the 

House  of  Correction,  at  Wakefield,  in  and  for  the  said  West  Riding, 

without  bail  or  mainprize,  for  the  space  of  one  month,  according  to 

the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  ease  made  and  provided^    Give» 

under  our  hands  and  seals  the  day  and  year  first  above  written. 

H.  W.  Wickbam  (&.  s.) 
J.  G.  HeassALL  (l.  Sb.) 

On  appeal  to  the  quarter  sessions  for  the  West  Kidlng 
of  Yorkshire,  held  at  Bradford,  on  the  3rd  day  of  July, 
1844,  the  conviction  was  quashed,  subject  to  the  opin- 
ion of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the  following 
case: — 

The  parish  of  Bradford  is  dtyided  into  townships, 
eodi  maintaining  sepamtdLy  its  own  poor;,  the  parish 
bavii^  ehurchwazden»  aad  no  oveiseei^  the  townships 
lumng  each  their  rospeetive  OTerseera  and  na  church* 
wardens. 

The  appellant  objected:  1.  That  the  adjudication  e£ 
the  difitributUMBi  of  the  penalty  was  not  eorreet  3. 
That,  on  the  information  beii^  put  in  ae  part  of  the  re- 
j^xmdent's  case,  it  appeared  to  have  been  before  Joshua 
Pi^Iard  and  Thomas  Paley,  Esqa.,  justices  of  the  peaoe 
in  and  for  the  West  Biding,  while  the  conviction  itself 
was  before  Henry  Wickhaflei  Wickhaia  and  John  Grar- 
nett  HorsfftH,  Esqs.,  two  other  justices  in  and  for  the 
said  West  Biding^  and  that  this  did  not  appear  upon 
the  fitce  of  the  said  conviction.  3.  That  the  conviction 
does  ,not  state  that  the  said  materials  used  in  the 
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1845.        woollen  and  worsted  manufactares,  so  found  in  tlie 

Thb  Quisk    dwc^l^"^oii8e  of  the  appellant,  were  concealed  in  the 

V.  dwelling-houBe,  nor  that  they  were  found  under  a  war- 

WlLCOOK. 

rant  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  two  justices  of  the 
peace  of  the  said  West  Riding. 

If  this  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  convic- 
tion is  bad  upon  all,  or  any,  or  either  of  these  points, 
the  order  of  sessions  is  to  be  confirmed.  If  this  Court 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  is  good  on  the 
said  points,  then  the  order  of  sessions  is  to  be  quashed, 
and  the  conviction  confirmed. 

Hall  and  Overend,  in  support  of  the  order  of  see- 
sions  (a).  —  The  conviction  was  framed  under  the  17 
Geo.  3,  c  56,  s.  10,  and,  therefore,  should  state,  on  the 
face  of  it,  all  the  essentials  creating  the  statutory  ofienoe. 
It  is  defective,  however,  because  it  makes  no  mention  of 
any  concealment  of  the  materials,  and  does  not  shew 
that  a  search-warrant  was  issued,  or  that  the  defendant 
was  apprehended  between  sun-set  and  sun-rise ;  although 
by  sect.  11,  it  is  only  during  that  time  that  persons 
suspected  of  having  materials  suspected  to  be  purloined 
or  embezzled  can  be  apprehended  without  a  warrant 
[Flatteson^  J. — Does  not  the  14th  section  create  a  third 
misdemeanour,  and  so  remove  that  difiBculty  ?]  The 
more  reasonable  construction  of  the  14th  section  is,  to 
connect  it  with  sects.  10  and  11,  and  consider  it  as  merely 
relating  to  the  punishment  for  the  ofiences  created  in 
those  sections.  If  that  be  so,  then  a  warrant  to  seize 
the  goods  should  be  stated  on  the  conviction.  In  Davis 
v.  Nest  (a),  the  impression  of  THndaly  C.  J.,  seems  to  have 
been,  that  a  conviction  like  the  present  was  under  the  14th 
section,  and,  therefore,  he  held,  that  a  warrant  was  not 


(a)  January  25th,  1845,  before     Coleridge^  and  Wightmamy  it. 
Lord  Denmufif  C.  J.,  Patteson,        (b)  6  C.  &  P.  167. 
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necessary.     Here  the  case  does  not  find  whether  there         1845. 
was,  in  fact,  a  search-warrant  or  not ;  but  that  is  not    xhb  Quebn 
material,  as  the  question  is  one  affecting  the  jurisdic-  ^' 

tion,  and  every  thing  necessary  to  give  junsdiction 
must  be  made  to  appear :  In  re  Peerless  (a),  Regina  v. 
Scotton  (A),  Rex  v.  Croke  (c).  Rex  v.  Walsh  {d).  2.  The 
conviction  is  bad,  because  it  does  not  state,  according  to 
the  fact,  that  the  justices  who  received  the  information 
were  not  the  same  as  those  who  convicted  the  defend, 
ant,  although  by  the  3  Geo.  4,  c  23,  s.  2,  there  is  an 
express  provision  to  that  effect.  On  this  point  they 
cited  Janes  v.  Gurdan  («),  and  KUe  and  Lane*s  case  (/). 
3.  The  distribution  of  the  penalties  to  be  enforced 
under  the  conviction  is  improper.  By  the  14th  section 
of  the  17  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  the  forfeitures  to  be  levied  un- 
der the  act  are  to  be  paid,  one  moiety  to  the  informer, 
and  the  other  to  the  poor  of  the  parish,  &c,  where  such 
conviction  shall  be,  or  to  such  public  charity  as  the 
justices  convicting  shall  appoint ;  a  discretion,  therefore, 
is  vested  by  the  act  in  the  magistrates  convicting,  and 
where  that  is  so,  ^^  either  as  to  the  object  or  rate  of  ap- 
propriation, or  where  any  sum  is  to  be  assigned  by  way 
of  satisfaction  or  reward,  the  judgment  must,  in  such 
cases,  specifically  appoint  the  manner  and  proportion  in 
which  the  penalty  is  to  be  distributed.''  Paley  on  Con- 
victions, p.  210,  (3rd  edit)  It  will  be  contended,  that 
the  58  Geo.  3,  c  51,  repeals  the  17  Geo.  3,  c  56 ;  but 
although  it  is  true  that  the  latter  act  appears  in  the 
margin  among  other  acts  repealed  by  the  former,  yet 
no  mention  of  it  is  made  in  the  title  or  body  of  the  58 
Geo.  3,  c.  51 ;  the  act  mentioned,  and  the  one  to  which 
the  margb  refers,  being  *^  An  act  passed  in  the  13th 


(a)  1  Q.  B.  R.  143.  (</)  1  A.  &  E.  481. 

(6)  Ante,  p.  27.  (e)  2  Q.  B.  R.  600. 

(c)  1  Cowp.  27.  (/)  1  B.  &  C.  101. 

VOL.  I.  Z  ?  N.  8.  C. 
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1845.        year  of  the  reign  of  his  present  Mi^esty.''    Of  the  act 

Tub  Qubbv    intended  the  title  ia  set  out,  and  in  the  same  words  ss 

-,  *•  the  title  of  17  Grea  8,  e.  &6.    There  is;,  howenrer,  an  act 

WiLCOCK. 

passed  in  the  18th  year  of  Greo.  3y  c  68,  the  intention 
to  repeal  which  may  be  presumed,  as  it  is  in  pari  materiL 
[Lord  Denmany  C.  J. — Tito  maigin  cannoi  be  referred 
to.]  If  that  be  so^  and  the  17  Greo.  S,  a  56,  is  not 
tonohed,  the  (fistribution  of  the  penalties  here  is  eleailj 
wrong.  AOen  v.  FHeker  («),  Rea  t.  Biers  (ft). 

Plchering  and  Hardy^  oontrd. — 1.  It  is  not  neeesaaiy 
that  the  warrant  should  be  stated  ia  the  oonvictioEL 
Dams  y.  Nest  (e)  is  an  authority  in  pointy  for  here,  as  in 
that  case;,  the  conyiction  adapts  the  state  of  fiiets  to  tiie 
words  of  the  statute,  and  that  is  sufficient.  The  error 
on  the  other  side  consists  in  an  incorrect  statement  of 
the  offence  which  the  17  Gea  8,  e.  56,  had  in  yiew. 
The  leal  offence  oontemplsted  was  a  dishonest  posseeaon 
of  goods,  and  being  unable  to  aocomil  for  their  pos- 
session. Sect  14  contains  no  words  <rf*  reference  to 
sect.  10,  and,  therefore,  may  be  taken  as  shewing  what 
the  offence  was  whidi  the  statute  meant  to  punisL 
Whether  the  14th  section  is  taken  by  itself^  or  in  con- 
nexion witli  the  10th,  the  construction  of  the  statute  is 
the  same,  and  the  offence  under  it  i^  the  having  posses- 
sion of  the  materials,  and  not  accounting  for  it ;  and  it 
is  not  necessary  that  the  materials  should  be  found  in  a 
dwelling-bous^  or  concealed  therein,  or  under  a  search- 
warrant.  What  is  said  in  sect  10  about  a  warrant 
is  mere  process,  but  the  object  of  it  is  to  provide,  in 
oonjuncti(Hi  with  the  14th  section,  fix*  the  case  of  goods 
found  in  a  person's  possession  simply.  The  ofieoce  itself 
cannot  be  affected  by  the  way  in  which  the  magistrates 
proceed  to  discover  it,  and,  therefore,  the  warrant  can- 

(a)  10  A.  &  E.  640.    (6)  1  A.  &  E.  327.     (c)  6  C.  &  P.  167. 
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not  be  a  necessary  part  of  the  conviction  which  ad-         i845. 
judges  the  offence  to  have  been  committed.     The  cases,    rp^^  queih 
therefore,  which  have  been  cited  do  not  apply,  as  they  *'• 

relate  only  to  jmisdiction.    Here  the  act  gives  a  form  of 
conviction,  and  it  is  sufficient  if  that  has  been  followed : 
Chaney  v.  Payne  (a),  Nixon  v.  Nanney  {b).  2.  It  is  not  ne- 
cessary, where  the  information  and  conviction  are  before 
different  justices,  to  state  that  fact  in  the  conviction.   The 
3  Geo.  4,  c.  23,  does  not  relate  to  cases  like  the  present, 
but  to  those  where  there  is  no  form  of  conviction  given. 
This  is  shewn  by  the  express  words  in  the  preamble, 
and  ^^  the  information  "  in  sect  2  merely  refers  to  the 
information  in  the  general  form  given  in  the  act.     Be- 
sides, the  3  Geo.  4,  c  23,  is  altogether  prospective,  and 
there  is  nothing  in  it  which  seems  intended  to  have  the 
effect  of  altering  the  proceedings  under  previous  acts, 
which  otherwise  would  not  be  affected  by  it  Williams 
V.  Pritchard  (c).    The  title  of  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  23,  is  for 
giving  greater  facilities  to  justices  in  summary  proceed- 
ings.    They  also  cited  Dahins  v.  Seaman  (d)  and  Lees  v. 
Somersgill  {e).  3.  The  58  Geo.  3,  c  51,  ss.  1  and  3,  has  re- 
pealed the  17  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  as  far  as  the  distribution  of 
the  penalties  is  concerned,     An  act  of  Parliament  must 
be  interpreted  according  to  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture, and  the  act  intended  to  be  repealed  must  be  that 
the  title  of  which  is  set  out     An<m,  (/).     That  case  is 
a  complete  authority  for  this  construction,  as  there  is 
no  other  act  which  has  the  same  title  as  17  Geo.  3. 
Besides,  the  object  was  that  there  should  be  uniformity 
in  the  application  of  the  penalties  under  the  several 
acts  mentioned  in  the  preamble  of  58  Geo.  3,  c.  51,  and 
the  offences  punished  under  most  of  them  are  the  sibie 


(a)  1  Q.  B.  R.  712.  (d)  9  M.  &  W.  777. 

(6)  Id.  747.  (tf)  17  Ves.  508. 

(c)  4  T.  R.  2.  (/)  Skinner,  110. 

z  z2 
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1845.        00  those  punished  by  the  17  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  fWHn  wUdi 
.ji^^'^[^^     it  is  dear  the  lepdatuie  intended  so  far  to  repesl  the 


,„  *•  latter  act 

WlLCOCK. 


Cor.  ady.  Tolt 


Lord  Denmak,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — This  was  a  case  of  a  convictiony  to  whidi 
three  objections  were  made :  1.  That  the  penalty  was 
not  properly  cBstributed  2.  That  the  conviction  was 
by  two  different  justices  from  those  who  received  the 
information.  3.  That  the  goods  were  not  foond  con- 
oealed,  nor  under  a  search-warrant  If  any  one  of  these 
objections  is  &tal,  the  conviction  is  to  be  quashed,  if 
not,  it  is  to  be  affirmed;  none  of  them  can  be  properly 
considered  witliout  an  examination  of  the  whole  law  on 
the  subject 

The  conviction  is  framed  on  the  17  Geo.  3,  c  56, 
ss.  10  and  14,  and  charges  in  substance  that  the  defend- 
ant had  in  his  dwelling-house  and  in  his  possession 
certain  materials  suspected  to  have  been  purloined ;  that 
he  and  the  said  materials  were  brought  before  the  con- 
victing magistrates,  when  he  gave  no  account  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  said  magistrates  how  he  came  by 
them,  nor  produced  at  any  time  the  person  from  whom 
he  bought  or  received  them.  It  then  adjudges  him 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanour,  and  that  he  has  thereby  for- 
feited 20/.,  this  being  his  first  offence,  to  be  paid  in 
manner  provided  by  the  statute,  and  that  he  is  to  be 
imprisoned  in  default  of  payment  The  conviction  is  in 
the  very  words  of  the  10th  section,  with  an  addition 
rendered  necessary  by  the  12th  section,  and  negatives 
that  the  appellant  produced  before  the  justices  the  person 
of  whom  the  goods  were  bought  or  received  by  him ; 
but  an  argument  is  founded  on  the  introduction  of  the 
word  ^^  such,"  as  applied  to  the  materials,  among  the 
operative  words  of  the  10th  section,  where  it  is  said  to 
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have  reference  to  the  materials  described  in  its  preamble*         1845. 
The  recital  is,  that  materials  used  in  the  manufacture    xhb  Qubbn 
before  mentioned  are  frequently  found,  or  are  known  *• 

,  WiLCOCK. 

to  be  concealed,  in  the  possession  of  persons  who  have 
received  them,  knowing  them  to  have  been  purloined  or 
embezzled,  or  of  persons  not  entitled  to  dispose  of  the 
same,  and  that  the  discovery  and  conviction  of  such 
purloiners,  and  embezzlers,  buyers  and  receivers,  of  such 
materials  is  full  of  difficulty,  from  the  close  and  clan- 
destine manner  in- which  the  offence  is  conunitted,  and 
that  there  is  still  greater  difficulty  in  proving  whose  pro- 
perty such  materials  are,  and  that  it  would  tend  to  the 
discouragement  and  suppres9ion  of  such  offences  in  the 
discovery  and  conviction  were  rendered  more  easy ;  and 
reciting,  that,  by  a  former  act,  justices,  after  the  convic- 
tion of  any  offender  for  purloining  and  embezzling,  or  for 
buying  or  receiving  the  same,  are  authorised  to  grant 
warrants  for  searching  the  house  and  other  places  of  the 
person  so  convicted,  but  that  no  such  authority  is  given 
before  conviction,  nor  in  any  other  house  or  place  except 
such  as  belongs  to  a  person  before  convicted ;  then  the 
enactment  follows,  authorising  two  justices,  upon  com- 
plaint on  oath,  or  on  affirmation  by  a  Quaker,  that  there 
is  cause  to  suspect  that  any  such  purloined  or  embezzled 
materials  are  concealed  in  any  dwelling-house,  &c.,  by  a 
warrant  under  seal,  to  cause  every  such  dwelling-house, 
&c  to  be  searched  in  the  daytime;  then  the  misde- 
meanour is  created,  and  if  any  such  materials  suspected 
to  be  purloined  or  embezzled  shall  be  found  therein,  to 
cause  the  same,  and  the  person  or  persons  in  whose 
custody  they  are  found,  to  be  brought  before  two  jus- 
tices, and  if  the  said  person  shall  not  give  an  accurate 
account  to  such  justices  how  he  came  by  the  same,  then 
he  is  to  be  punished. 

The  word  "  stick "  is  supposed  to  incorporate  in  the 
description  of  the  materials  found  all  the   preceding 


662  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

particulars^  or  at  least  the  fact  of  their  being  concealed 

in  the  dwelling-house  where  they  are  found,  but  we 

^   ••  think  this  is  not  the  true  construction.     '*  Suck^  does 

WlLCOCK. 

not  appear  to  be  applied  to  the  circumstances^  but  to 
the  nature  of  the  article.  It  is  not  ''so  found,"  or 
"  found  upon  such  search,''  nor  "  found  concealed,"  nor 
is  there  any  reason  why  that  limitation  should  be  im- 
posed, either  by  the  l^slature,  or  by  any  judicial  in- 
terpretation of  the  statute.  The  preamble  recites  the 
mischief,  and,  moreover,  ^ves  some  additional  powers 
for  preventing  it ;  but  the  offence  meant  to  be  put  down 
is  the  possession  of  goods  suspected  to  have  been  pur- 
loined, without  being  able  to  give  a  satisfactory  account 
of  them.  The  difficulties  which  have  protected  suspici- 
ous goods  from  seizure  induced  the  l^slature  to  provide 
a  penalty  against  all  in  whose  possesion  they  might  be 
found,  without  explanation  how  they  were  oome  by, 
and  the  primfi  facie  case  is  equally  made  out,  whether 
they  are  found  in  possession  in  the  course  of  an  unex- 
pected visit,  or  by  virtue  of  a  search-warrant.  This 
was  the  view  taken  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Common  Pleas,  at  Gloucester,  in  the  year  1833  (a),  and 
we  think  it  perfectly  correct  The  concealment  is 
merely  evidence,  and  by  no  means  essential  to  the  defi- 
nition of  the  offence. 

Secondly,  whether  the  penalty  is  properly  distributed 
by  the  adjudication,  is  assumed  to  depend  on  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  act  first  alluded  to  was  in  those  par- 
ticulars repealed  by  the  58  Gea  3,  c  51,  s.  3,  which 
repeals  "  An  act  passed  in  the  13th  year  of  George  the 
3rd,  intituled.  An  Act "  &c.,  and  here  is  set  out  the  title 
of  17  Geo.  3,  c  56,  not  that  of  any  act  passed  in  the 
13  Geo.  3,  nor,  we  presume,  of  any  other  act  whatso- 
ever.    A  mistake  has  been  committed  by  the  legisla- 

(a)  See  Davis  v.  Neil,  6  Car.  &  P.  167. 
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turc  in  the  title  of  this  statute^  but,  having  referred  to        is^its. 
the  subject-matter,  and  looking  to  the  mere  contents  of    Thb  Queen 
the  act  itself,  we  cannot  but  find  that  the  intention  was     wilc'ock 
to  repeal  the  17  Geo.  3,  and  we  think  that  the  incor- 
rect year  must  be  rejected. 

The  third  objection,  arising  from  the  information 
having  been  before  different  justices  from  those  who 
convicted,  is  certainly  not  removed  by  the  3  Geo.  4,  c 
23,  because  the  fact  of  such  difference  is  not  recited  in 
the  conviction,  as  required  by  that  act  The  3  Geo.  4 
must  be  taken  generally.  If  the  latter  part  of  the  2nd 
section,  the  part  on  which  this  turns,  were  confined  in  its 
operation  to  the  case  provided  for  in  the  former  part, 
the  commencement,  that  is,  of  a  proceeding  by  one  jus- 
tice where  two  are  necessary  for  the  hearing  and  con- 
viction, there  is  no  reason  why  the  words  "  or  justices  " 
should  have  been  introduced.  It  clearly  contemplated 
an  information  laid  before  two  justices.  There  we  have 
the  words  as  general  as  may  be,  and  a  provision,  the 
application  of  which  is  as  reasonable  where  two  have 
received  the  information  and  two  others  have  heard  the 
evidence,  as  where  one  only  has  commenced  the  pro- 
ceeding. 

For  this  objection  we  think  that  the  conviction  was 

bad. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 


END  OF  EASTER  VACATION. 
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ACTION. 

A  local  act,  28  Geo.  3,  c.  64,  s.  75, 
prohibits  the  exposing  for  sale  of  cer- 
tain goods  on  the  footway  of  a  street, 
under  a  penalty  of  10*.;  and  by  s.  90, 
the  justices  have  a  summary  jurisdic- 
tion to  enforce  the  payment  of  the 
penalty.  By  a  subsequent  act,  34  Geo. 
3,  c.  104,  intituled  "  An  Act  to  amend 
and  enlarge  the  former  Act,"  the  sec- 
tion in  the  first  act  creating  the  of- 
fence is  repealed  and  re-enacted,  with 
this  difference,  that  the  penalty  is 
made  20s.  instead  of  \0s.  There  was 
no  clause  in  the  last  act  as  to  the 
mode  in  which  the  penalty  should  be 
enforced: — Held,  that,  as  the  first  act 
was  repealed  by  the  second,  the  jus- 
tices, having  granted  a  distress-war- 
rant for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  pay- 
ment of  a  penalty  imposed  by  this 
latter  act,  were  liable  to  an  action  of 
trespass.     Ward  \.  Stevenson,     162 

Notice  of.     See  Notice. 

ADMINISTRATION. 

Letters  of.     See  Examination. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

The  jurat  of  an  affidavit,  on  which 
a  certiorari  to  bring  up  an  order  of 


sessions  was  granted,  was  as  follows : 
— "Sworn  at  B.,  this  8th  day  of 
February,  1844,  (signed)  W.  M.,  a 
commissioner  of  the  Court  of  Q.  B.," 
omitting  the  words  **  before  me."  In 
the  body  of  the  affidavit  was  a  refer- 
ence to  a  notice  "  hereunto  annexed." 
The  notice  was  annexed  to  the  affi- 
davit, and  at  the  foot  of  it  were  these 
words,  "This  is  the  notice  referred 
to  in  the  annexed  affidavit  sworn  be- 
fore me  this  8th  day  of  February, 
1844.  (Signed)  W.  M.:"— JItfW, 
that  the  absence  of  the  words  **  before 
me"  in  the  jurat  was  fatal  to  the  affi- 
davit, and  that  the  defect  could  not  be 
supplied  by  reference  to  the  annexed 
notice.     Retina  v.  Blaxham,        370 

AGENT. 
Hiring  by.     See  Settlement,  III. 

AMBIGUITY. 
In  Indenture.   See  Settlement,  L 

AMENDS. 

Tender  of.     See  Highway. 

APPEAL. 

1 .  Where  the  respondents  have  served 
the  appellants  against  an  order  of  re- 
moval with  a  supersedeas,  the  ap- 
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ASYLUM. 


pellants  have,  nevertheless,  a  right  to 
enter  their  appeal  at  the  sessions  in 
order  to  obtain  costs.  Begina  v.  The 
Justices  of  Merionethshire,  277 

2.  In  an  appeal  to  the  quarter  ses- 
sions, given  by  9  Geo.  4,  e.  40,  s.  54, 
(against  an  order  of  two  justices  made 
under  sect.  38,  for  the  removal  of  an 
insane  pauper  to  a  lunatic  asylum), 
the  clerk  of  the  peace,' and  not  the 
justices  making  the  order,  must  be 
respondent.  Reg.  v.  Skipton,  350 
3.  W.  B.,  being  convicted  by  two  jus- 
tices under  the  17  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  s.  8, 
gave  them  notice  of  his  intention  to 
appeal,  and  entered  into  recognisances, 
as  required  by  that  statute,  to  try  the 
appeal,  abide  the  judgment  of  the 
sessions,  and  pay  such  costs  as  should 
be  there  awarded.  He  afterwards 
countermanded  his  appeal,  but  too 
late,  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
sessions.  The  respondents  attended 
the  sessions,  and  applied  to  the  re- 
corder to  have  the  appeal  entered, 
which  was  refused.  They  then  ap- 
plied to  have  the  matter  of  the  ap- 
peal heard  and  determined,  or  costs 
awarded  to  them;  this  the  recorder 
also  refused,  on  the  ground  that  no 
appeal  was  before  him.  On  an  ap- 
plication for  a  mandamus  to  him  to 
enter  the  appeal,  hear  the  matter  of 
it,  or  award  cosii— Held,  that  the 
recorder  was  right,  as  the  respondents 
had  no  power  to  enter  the  appeal,  nor 
the  sessions  to  hear  the  matter  of  it 
unless  entered;  and  that  the  power 
over  the  costs  was  only  ancillary  to 
the  hearing  of  the  appeal.  Regina  v. 
The  Recorder  of  Bolton,  416 

4.  Notice  of  chargcability,  accom- 
panied by  a  copy  of  an  order  of  re- 
moval, and  of  the  examination  upon 
which  it  was  made,  was  served  by  the 
respondents  on  the  appellants  on  the 
2nd  of  August.  On  the  24th  of 
August,  the  appellants  served  a  notice 
of  appeal  on  the  respondents.  The 
paupers  were   not  removed.     When 


the  appeal  came  on  to  be  tried  at  the 
sessions,  the  court  refused  to  hear  it, 
on  the  ground  that  notice  of  appeil 
had  not  been  given  within  twenty-one 
days  after  the  receipt  of  the  order, 
&c.: — Held,  that,  since  the  Poor-lav 
Amendment  Act,  the  order  of  removil 
creates  a  grievance  giving  a  right  to 
appeal,  and  that  the  notice  of  appeal 
in  this  case  was  in  time,  and  is  not 
limited  to  the  twenty-oA#  days  men- 
tioned in  sect.  79  of  that  act.  Regims 
V.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Ridiwg, 

445 

5.  An  order  of  removal  of  a  pauper 
from  K.  to  C.  was  served  upon  C.  in 
May,  1844.  The  parish  officers  of 
C.  gave  notice  to  try  an  appeal  against 
the  order  at  the  next  sessions,  bat  did 
not  appear  at  those  sessions,  nor  enter 
the  appeal,  nor  countermand  the  no- 
tice; whereupon  the  sessions  made  an 
order  upon  them  for  costs.  In  Aognit 
the  pauper  was  removed;  whereupon 
C.  gave  fresh  notice  to  try  an  appeal 
at  the  Michaelmas  sessions.  Tboie 
sessions  commenced  October  16tli. 
On  the  17th  the  appellants  applied  to 
the  sessions  to  allow  them  to  enter 
and  try  their  appeal,  which  the  ses* 
sions  refused. 

On  an  application  for  a  mandamoi 
to  the  justices,  founded  on  an  affidavit 
stating  these  facts,-^^elcf  insufficient, 
it  being  consistent  with  such  state- 
ment that  the  application  to  the  tes- 
sions  was  not  in  time  according  to 
their  practice,  as  the  Court  will  not 
presume  that  the  sessions  were  wrong. 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Wmrwidt- 
shire,  463 

ARTICLES  OF  THE  PEACE. 
See  Recognisance. 


ASYLUM. 
See  Lunatic. 
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BAIL. 

The  Court  will  not  admit  to  bail 
a  prisoner  committed  on  a  charge  of 
murder,  after  a  bill  of  indictment  has 
been  found  against  him  bj  the  grand 
jury.     Ex  parte  Andrews^  199 

BASTARD. 

1.  Adjudication  of  settlement  of 
illegitimate  child  under  sixteen  in  its 
mother's  parish  is  sufficient;  it  is  not 
necessary  to  state  that  the  settlement 
is  derived  from  its  mother.  Regina  v. 
JShipston-upaH'Sttmr^  230 

2.  By  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s. 
72,  overseers  or  guardians  are  em- 
powered to  apply  to  the  quarter  ses- 
sions for  an  order  on  the  putative  fa- 
ther for  the  maintenance  of  a  bastard 
child,  and  the  court  to  which  such  ap- 
plication shall  be  made  shall  proceed 
to  hear  evidence  therein,  and  shall 
make  such  order  as  shall  appear  to 
such  court  to  be  just  and  reasonable. 
By  8.  73,  no  such  application  shall  be 
heard  at  such  sessions  unless  fourteen 
^ys'  notice  shall  have  been  given, 
under  the  hands  of  such  overseers  or 
guardians,  to  the  person  intended  to 
be  charged  :  Proviso,  that  if,  on  the 
hearing  of  such  appeal,  the  Court  shall 
not  think  fit  to  make  any  order  there- 
on, it  shall  award  costs  to  the  person 
so  intended  to  be  charged. 

By  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  1,  all 
the  powers  of  quarter  sessions  to  make 
such  orders  are  fully  transferred  to 
the  special  or  petty  sessions,  except 
that  the  notice  need  not  be  given 
more  than  seven  days  (instead  of 
fourteen)  before  the  application  to  the 
sessions. 

A  notice,  under  the  above  statutes, 
was  served  upon  J.  S.,  of  the  inten- 
tion of  the  guardians  of  a  union  to  ap- 
ply to  the  next  petty  sessions  for  an 
order  of  maintenance  in  bastardy  up- 
on him.  J.  S.  attended  at  the  ses- 
sions, andf  the  case  being  entered  on. 


admitted  the  fact  of  being  served  with 
the  notice,  but  required  proof  that  it 
was  signed  by  a  majority  of  the  guard- 
ians. This  could  not  be  proved,  and 
thereupon  the  justices  did  not  think 
fit  to  make  any  order  thereon,  and 
dismissed  the  application,  bnt  refused 
to  order  to  J.  S.  his  oosts  of  resisting 
such  application. 

On  motion  for  a  mandamus  to  the 
justices  to  make  such  order  for  oosts, 
— Held,  that,  as  the  hearing  of  the 
case  by  the  justices  was  prevented  by 
the  preliminary  objection  as  to  no- 
tice, the  justices  had  no  power  to  give 
costs  under  the  statutes.  Jtufina  y. 
Lord  Hastings,  252 

3.  On  an  application  to  the  petty 
sessions  for  an  order  in  bastardy^  un- 
der the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  85,  the  com- 
plaint was  made  by  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  township  of  R. 
against  J.  B.,  the  putative  fiuher.  J. 
B.  appeared  at  the  petty  sessions, 
and,  after  two  witnesses  had  been  ex- 
amined and  cross-examined,  he  re- 
quired the  justices  to  take  his  recog- 
nisance under  sect.  3,  and  to  transmit 
the  case  to  the  quarter  sessions.  The 
justices  refused,  and  proceeded  to 
hear,  and  adjudicated  on  the  case:  — 
Held,  that  the  justices  were  right  in 
refusing  to  transmit  the  case  to  the 
quarter  sessions,  the  investigation  at 
petty  sessions  having  onceoommenced. 

The  order  adjudicated  that  J.  B. 
should  pay  to  the  ehurckmardens  and 
overseers  of  the  township  of  R.  the 
expenses  incurred  in  the  mainten- 
ance and  support  of  the  child,  fh)m 
the  time  of  its  birth  to  the  time  of 
making  the  order,  and  a  weekly  sum 
for  future  maintenance.  There  were 
in  fact  no  churchwardens  in  the  town- 
ship:— Held,  that  the  complaint  by, 
and  adjudication  to  pay  to  the  choreh- 
wardeus  and  overseers  was  valid;  bnt 
that  so  much  of  the  order  as  was  re- 
trospective was  bad,  for  including 
more  than  six  months  from  the  time 
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of  making  such  order,  though  it  was 
good  for  the  residue.  Regina  v.  The 
Justices  of  Ripon,  292 

4.  The  guardians  of  a  union  gave 
notice  to  H.  B.  of  their  intention  to 
apply  at  the  petty  sessions  for  an  order 
in  bastardy  to  be  made  upon  him, 
under  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  3. 

The  parties  attended  at  the  petty 
sessions,  December  7th,  wh^n  H.  B. 
having  admitted  the  service  of  the 
notice,  applied  to  the  justices  to  post- 
pone the  case  to  the  next  petty  ses- 
sions, which  was  accordingly  done. 
On  the  next  petty  sessions,  January 
4th,  H.  B.  attended,  with  two  sure- 
ties, and,  before  the  case  was  entered 
apon,  applied  to  the  justices  to  take 
his  recognisance,  and  transmit  the  case 
to  the  quarter  sessions.  This  the 
justices  refused  to  do,  and  proceeded 
to  hear  the  case.  H.  B.  remained  in 
the  room,  cross-examined  the  wit- 
nesses, and  addressed  the  Court  in 
his  own  behalf:  the  justices  then  made 
the  order  upon  him: — 

Held,  that,  whatever  right  H.  B. 
had  at  the  time  when  he  tendered  his 
recognisance,  he  waived  that  right  by 
the  subsequent  part  which  he  took  in 
the  proceedings,  instead  of  leaving 
the  court  when  the  application  was 
refused.     Regina  v.  Clarke^  310 

5.  On  an  appeal  against  an  order 
of  two  justices  under  the  7  &  8  Vict, 
c.  101,  against  the  putative  father  of 
an  illegitimate  child,  the  sessions  re- 
fnsed  to  hear  the  appeal,  because  no 
grounds  of  appeal,  as  required  by  the 
4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  and  2  &  3  Vict. 
c.  85,  had  been  sent  to  the  respondent. 

Semble,  that  no  grounds  of  appeal 
are  required  by  the  statutes  in  such  a 
case. 

On  an  application  for  a  mandamus 
to  the  sessions  to  hear  such  appeal,  a 
copy  of  the  rule  nisi  should  be  served 
on  the  respondent,  as  well  as  the  jus- 
tices; but  where  this  had  not  been 
done,  PattesoH,  J.,  allowed  the  rule 


to  be  made  absolute  on  tenns.  Re- 
gina V.  The  Justices  of  DerhysMre,  461 
6.  An  order  on  the  putatiTe  lather 
of  a  bastard  child  for  payments  to 
the  mother  under  the  7  &  8  Vict  c 
101,  s.  3,  must  state  that  theevideaoe 
of  the  fact  of  the  birth  of  the  chiU 
was  taken  on  oath;  and,  general^, 
such  an  order  should  state  that  the 
evidence  on  which  it  is  founded,  if 
of  a  nature  to  be  supported  by  oath, 
has  been  takea  on  oath;  and  the 
omission  will  not  be  cured  by  predie 
adherence  to  the  language  of  die 
statute.     Regina  y.  JFroik,  494 

5ee  Child. 

Examination! 

BRIDGE. 
See  Highway. 

CERTIORARI. 

1.  The  affidavit  of  service  of  noticf 
of  an  apphcation  for  a  certiorari  to 
remove  an  order  of  justices,  required 
by  13  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  5,  to  be  giien 
to  the  justices  making  such  onkr, 
stated,  *'  that  the  deponent  did,  on 
&c.,  serve  R.  N.,  Esquire,  one  of  the 
justices,  &c.,  at  the  dwelling-koue 
and  usual  place  of  abode  of  him  tki 
said  R.  N.,  at  &c.,  by  leaving  a  dw- 
plicate  or  counterpart  of  the  smi 
notice  with  TF.  R,,  the  medical  assist- 
ant' of  the  said  R.  N.,  he  the  said 
R,  N.  being  then  ill  in  bed  r—Hdd 
insufficient,  as  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  service  of  the  notice  upon  W.  R. 
was  at  the  dwelling-house  of  R.  N. 
Regina  v.  Nunn,  49 

2.  By  the  13  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  8.5, 
no  writ  of  certiorari  shall  be  granted 
to  remove  proceedings  before  justices, 
unless  it  be  proved  that  six  days*  no- 
tice be  given  to  the  justice  or  justices^ 
or  two  of  them,  by  and  before  whom 
such  proceedings  were  had. 

An  affidavit  in  support  of  a  motJoa 
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for  a  certiorari  stated,  that  notice  had 
been  given  to  J.  T.  and  H.  W.,  two 
justices  of  the  peace  present  at  the 
sessions  at  which  the  appeal  men- 
tioned in  the  notice  came  on  for 
hearing: — 

Held  insufficient,  as  it  did  not  shew 
that  the  said  J.  T.  and  H.  W.  were 
actually  present  on  the  bench  when 
the  appeal  was  heard. 

Such  notice  of  application  for  a  cer- 
tiorari must  be  given  to  the  justices 
pursuant  to  the  statute,  notwithstand- 
ing the  case  which  the  certiorari  is  to 
bring  up  iias  been  granted  by  the  ses- 
sions for  the  opinion  of  this  Court. 

Setnble,  an  affidavit  of  notice  of  ap- 
plication for  a  certiorari  purporting  to 
be  made  by  the  attorney  of  the  party 
applying,  or  his  clerk,  is  sufficient 
without  further  proof  that  such  per- 
son is  such  attorney  or  clerk.  Regina 
v.  The  Justices  qf  the  West  Riding, 

406 

3.  Where,  on  the  trial  of  an  appeal 
against  an  order  of  removal,  a  magis- 
trate who  was  present  on  the  bench, 
(being  a  rate-payer  in  the  respondent 
parish),  before,  the  determination  of 
the  appeal,  stated  he  should  not  take 
part  or  vote  in  the  proceedings:  — 
Semble,  that  service  of  notice  upon 
him  of  the  intention  to  apply  for  a 
certiorari  was  insufficient.  Regina  v. 
The  Justices  of  Hertfordshire,  413  n. 

4.  Service  of  notice  of  certiorari 
npon  two  justices,  sworn  to  have  been 
present  at  the  hearing  of  the  appeal — 
Held,  sufficient. 

An  order  of  sessions,  confirming  an 
order  of  justices,  when  removed  into 
this  court  by  certiorari,  does  not  ex 
necessitate  bring  up  the  order  of  jus- 
tices. The  rule  should  be  drawn  up 
for  both.  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of 
Cornwall,  414 

5.  A  certiorari  had  issued  to  bring 
up  an  order  of  sessions  confirming  an 
order  of  justices.  The  order  of  ses- 
sions being  brought  up  on  return  was 


quashed,  but  the  order  of  justices  not 
being  returned  with  it: — Held,  that 
a  fresh  writ  of  certiorari  might  issue 
to  hring  up  the  order  of  justices. 

The  six  months  for  applying  for  a 
certiorari  to  hring  up  an  order  of  jus- 
tices which  has  been  appealed  against, 
and  confirmed  by  the  sessions,  run 
from  the  date  of  confirmation,  and 
not  of  the  original  order.  Regina  v. 
Morice,  585 

6.  On  motion  for  a  certiorari  to 
remove  into  this  Court  an  order  of 
sessions,  the  affidavits  alleged  that  the 
respondents  were  not  present  at  the 
sessions,  but  that  the  order  was  served 
upon  them  by  the  appellants,  with  a 
caption  stating  the  sessions  to  have 
been  held  before  J.  B.,  J.  J.,  and 
others,  &c.  and  that  notice  of  the  ap- 
plication for  the  certiorari  had  been 
served  on  the  said  J.  B.  and  J.  J., 
'*  who  were  two  of  the  justices  present 
at  the  sessions,  at  which  the  order 
was  made,  and  two  of  the  same  jus- 
tices whose  names  appear  in  the  caption 
of  the  order."  The  order  with  the 
caption  was  annexed  to  the  affidavits: 
— Held,  sufficient  to  support  the  ap- 
plication.    Regina  v.  Sevenoaks,   595 


CHARGEABILITY. 

1 .  Where  an  order  of  justices  for  re- 
moving a  pauper  from  A.  to  B.  was, 
on  appeal,  quashed  generally,  and  A. 
obtained  a  second  order  for  the  re- 
moval of  the  same  pauper  to  B.,  and 
at  the  trial  of  the  second  appeal  it 
was  proved  that  the  former  order  was 
quashed  for  want  of  a  statement  of 
chargeability  in  the  examinations,  the 
sessions  held  that  the  former  order 
was  on  the  merits,  and  conclusive 
between  the  parties: — 

Held,  that  the  sessions  were  wrong; 
for,  though  the  former  order  was 
quashed  on  the  merits,  yet  that  a  new 
state  of  things  had  arisen,  which  were 
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not  affected  bj  the  fonner  order.  Re^ 
gima  v.  Perranzabuloe,  16 

2.  The  notice  of  chargeabiUtj  sent 
to  the  appellants  must  be  sent  bj  a 
majority  of  the  parish  officers  of  the 
respondent  parish. 

On  appeal  against  an  order  of  re- 
moval, one  of  the  grounds  of  appeal 
was,  *'  that  no  legal  or  sufficient  no- 
tice of  chargeabilitj  had  been  giyen 
to  the  respondents." 

The  notice  sent  was  signed  by  three 
overseers,  and  it  was  proved  in  evi- 
dence that  the  parish  officers  con- 
sisted, in  fact,  of  four  overseers  and 
two  churchwardens. 

The  sessions  having  held  the  notice 
sufficient,  and  confirmed  the  order 
of  removal,  this  Court  quashed  the 
order  of  sessions.  Retina  v.  West- 
bury,  33 

3.  The  examinations  sent  with  an  or- 
der of  removal  contained  the  following 
statement  of  chargeability: — A.  F., 
the  pauper,  said,  "  I  and  my  four 
children  are  now  chargeable  to  the 
parish  of  A."  J.  P.,  relieving  officer, 
said,  "  I  am  one  of  the  relieving  offi- 
cers of  the  B.  Union,  and  administer 
the  relief  ordered  for  the  paupers  of 
the  said  parish  of  A.  The  said  A.  F. 
and  her  four  children  are  now  charge- 
able to  that  parish:" — Held  an  in- 
sufficient statement  of  chargeability, 
as  not  shewing  that  the  pauper  had 
been  actually  relieved.  Repina  v. 
High  Biekingtm,  121 

4.  A  certificate  of  chargeability 
under  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  57,  s.  17,  is  re- 
quired to  be  signed  by  the  presiding 
chairman  of  the  board  of  guardians, 
and  sealed  with  their  seal,  and  counter- 
signed by  their  clerk  or  person  acting 
as  their  clerk. 

A  ground  of  appeal  against  an  order 
of  removal  objected,  **  that  it  did  not 
appear  by  the  examinations  that  the 
certificate  was  signed  and  sealed,  as 
required  by  the  statute,  by  the  pre- 
siding chairman:*' — 


Held,  (Coleridge,  J.,  disseniia^), 
that  this  ground,  thoogh  informallj 
stated,  was  sufiicient  to  let  the  appel- 
lants into  the  objectioii,  that  there 
was  no  statement  of  the  certifiote 
being  sealed,  as  rehired  by  theslaiMie, 
t.  e.  with  the  a^  of  the  board  of 
guardians.      ReguuM  v.  Farthinghoe, 

238 

5.  There  must  be  legal  evidence 
of  the  fact  of  the  chargeability  of  i 
pauper  to  the  removiDg  parish  in  the 
examinations  sent  with  an  order  of 
removal. 

And  a  statement  in  the  examina- 
tions, that  a  pauper  is  chargeable  to 
the  parish,  though  ooopled  with  a 
similar  statement  in  the  heading  of 
the  examinations,  was  held  ineffi- 
cient.    Regina  v.  Lid/ord,  244 

6.  The  examination  of  a  panper 
stated,  "  I  am  imable  to  maintna 
myself,  and  am  now  residing  in,  tod 
receiving  relief  from,  and  am  actoaDf 
chargeable  to  the  township  of  B.:" 
— Held,  a  sufficient  statement  ef 
chargeabilitv.  Regina  t.  Ortai  Boltm, 
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CHILD. 

1.  The  Stat.  43  Elix.  c.  2,  s.  7, 
provides  for  the  maintenance  of  poor 
persons,  not  able  to  work,  by  tbdr 
father,  grandfather,  &c.,  being  of  suffi- 
cient ability. 

An  order  of  justices  at  petty  ses- 
sions, made  on  J.  M.,  for  the  main- 
tenance of  A.,  B.,  and  C,  his  three 
grandchildren,  directed  the  payment 
of  6s,  a  week  for  that  purpose,  '*  for 
and  during  so  long  time  as  the  said 
A.,  B.,  and  C.  shall  be  chargeable  to 
the  parish  of  B. :" — 

Held,  that  the  order  was  bad  — 
1 .  Because  the  words  '*  not  able  to 
work,"  used  in  the  statute,  and  the 
word  ''  chargeable,"  in  the  order,  are 
not  convertible  terms.  2.  Beouise 
the  adjudication  ought  to  have  been 
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made  with  respect  to  each  child  indi- 
▼idually.     In  re  Morten,  69 

See  Bastard. 

Order  of  Removal. 


CHURCHWARDEN. 
See  Parish  Officer. 

CLERK  OF  THE  PEACE. 

1.  The  57  Geo.  3,  c.  91, s.  1,  provid- 
ing for  fees  to  be  taken  by  clerks  of 
the  peace  in  counties,  empowers  the 
justices  at  quarter  sessions  to  make 
and  settle  a  table  of  such  fees,  which, 
when  so  made  and  settled,  shall  be 
subjected  to  the  approbation  of  the 
justices  at  the  ensuing  quarter  ses- 
sions, and  then  laid  before  the  Judges 
at  the  next  assizes  for  the  county,  for 
their  ratification  and  confirmation; 
and  empowers  them  from  time  to 
time  in  like  manner  to  make  other 
tables  instead  of,  or  in  addition  to,  the 
former,  which  are  to  be  approved,  ra- 
tified, and  confirmed  in  like  manner; 
and  provides  that  such  fees  shall  be 
the  only  fees  taken  by  the  clerks  of 

the  peace. 

Where,  under  this  statute,  a  table 
of  fees  has  been  made  at  one  quarter 
sessions,  approved  at  the  next,  and 
ratified  by  the  Judges  at  the  following 
county  assizes,  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions  has  no  power  to  interfere 
with  the  fees  by  a  general  order,  but 
must  resort  to  the  course  prescribed 
by  the  act. 

Semble,  that  the  sessions  have  no 
power  to  abolish  such  fees,  they  hav- 
ing been  sanctioned  by  act  of  Parlia- 
ment. Regina  v.  The  Justices  of 
Somersetshire,  44 1 

2.  To  be  respondent  in  lunatic 
appeal. 

See  Avpe£lJj9  2. 


COMMITMENT. 

1 .  The  Stat.  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  s.  3, 
give  summary  jurisdiction  to  magis- 
trates over  servants  in  husbandry, 
artificers,  calico-printer,  handicrafts- 
man, miner,  collier,  labourer,  or  other 
person  who,  having  contracted  with  a 
master,  shall  be  guilty  of  any  miscon- 
duct or  misdemeanour  in  the  execution 
of  their  service: — Held,  that  a  "de- 
signer," in  the  trade  of  a  calico- 
printer,  is  a  person  within  that  sta- 
tute; and  a  warrant  of  commitment 
under  the  3rd  section,  which  stated 
that  "  E.  O.  had  contracted  to  serve 
as  a  designer,"  without  using  any  of 
the  words  of  the  statute,  was  held 
sufficient.     In  re  Ormerod,  38 

2.  Where  a  warrant  of  commitment, 
under  stat.  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  s.  3,  does 
not  recite  any  conviction,  and  where  no 
conviction  is  returned,  it  must  appear 
in  the  commitment  that  the  magis- 
trate has  done  all  that  is  necessary  to 
make  the  conviction  lawful. 

Therefore,  a  warrant  of  commit- 
ment was  held  bad,  where  it  did  not 
clearly  appear  on  the  face  of  it  that 
the  witnesses  in  support  of  the  charge 
had  been  examined  in  the  prisoner's 
presence.     In  re  Tordoft,  171 

3.  A  commitment  in  execution,  under 
the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  s.  3,  sUting  that 
complaint  had  been  made  against  E. 
C,  servant  to  C.  G.,  for  misconduct, 
&C.,  in  his  said  service,  was  held  in- 
sufficient, for  not  stating  the  nature  of 
the  service.     In  re  Copestiek,       181 

4.  A  return  to  a  habeas  corpus  made 
by  a  gaoler  in  the  case  of  four  prison- 
ers, A.,  B.,  C,  and  D.,  committed  to 
prison  under  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  s.  3, 
stated  that  the  prisoners  A.  and  B. 
were  detained  in  custody  under  a 
warrant  dated  &c.,  and  C.  and  D.  un- 
der a  similar  warrant  of  the  same  date. 
(The  return  set  out  the  warrants, 
which  were  in  the  present  tense,  "I 
do  convict"). 
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COMMITMENT. 


That  afterwards,  and  whilst  the 
prisoners  were  in  custody  under  the 
said  warrants,  four  other  warrants 
were  delivered  to  him  for  the  commit- 
ment of  A.,  B.,  C,  and  D.,  respect- 
ivelj.  (These  warrants  were  also  set 
out,  and  recited  the  offence,  &c.,  and 
conviction  in  the  past  tense) :  — 

Held,  that,  though  the  first  two  in- 
struments were  insufficient,  the  last 
four,  being  merely  commitments  recit- 
ing convictions,  were,  as  such,  good 
upon  the  return  made  to  the  writ. 
In  re  Walker,  182 

5.  Warrants  of  commitment  under 
stat.  4  Greo.  4,  c.  34,  s.  3,  which  do 
not  recite  a  conviction,  are  to  be  con- 
struea  as  convictions,  and  everything 
necessary  to  shew  jurisdiction  must 
appear  on  the  face  of  them  to  have 
been  done  by  the  magistrate.  There- 
fore, a  warrant  of  commitment  re- 
citing, that,  *^  whereas  J.  6.  was  duly 
brought  before  me  to  answer  the  said 
complaint,  and  I,  the  said  justice,  dtUy 
thereupon,  then  and  there,  in  the  pre- 
sence as  well  of  the  said  J,  J,  [com- 
plainant], as  of  the  said  J.  6r.,  did 
examine  and  inquire  into  the  proofs 
and  allegations  of  the  said  parties 
touching  the  matter  of  the  said  com- 
plaint," &c.  was  held  bad,  as  it  did 
not  shew  that  the  witnesses  were  ex- 
amined on  oath,  or  in  the  presence 
of  defendant. 

Semble,  that  such  warrants  should 
set  out  the  evidence  taken  before  the 
magistrates.     In  re  Gray,  354 

6.  Under  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  69,  a 
conviction  adjudged  that  the  defend- 
ants should  enter  into  recognisances 
**  that  each  of  them  should  not  offend 
again,*^  (omitting  the  word  *'so''),  and 
was  confirmed  on  appeal.  On  motion 
to  discharge  the  defendants  under  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus,  neither  the 
prosecutors  nor  defendants  having 
brought  up  the  conviction  by  certi- 
orari or  by  a  verified  copy — Held, 
that,  the  conviction  not  being  brought 


up,  (which  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
prosecutors  to  do),  the  eomnutment 
must  be  taken  to  contain  a  correct 
recital  of  the  conviction,  and  that  this 
Court  would  take  notice  of  defects  in 
the  conviction,  as  so  recited;  there- 
fore the  omission  of  tiie  word  ''to*' 
being  a  defect  in  substance,  the  Comt 
discharged  the  prisoners.  In  re  Bey- 
nolds,  61 

7»  Where  an  order  oi  commitment, 
under  stat.  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  (for 
fraudulently  removing  goods  to  pre- 
vent a  distress  for  rent),  did  not  state 
that  a  complaint  in  writing  had  been 
made  by  the  landlord,  his  bailiff,  agent, 
or  servant,  it  was  held  bad.  In  re 
Fuller,  284 

8.  The  stat.  6  &7  Vict.  c.  75,  re- 
citing  a  convention  between  her  Ma- 
jesty and  the  ELing  of  the  Firendi, 
provides  for  the  mutual  delivering  «p 
to  justice  persons,  who,  being  ac- 
cused of  certain  offences  therein  spe- 
cified, (inter  alia,  fraudulent  bankrupt- 
cy), committed  in  one  coontry,  MH 
be  found  within  the  territories  of  the 
other;  and  empowers  a  justice  in 
England,  upon  a  requisition  duly  made 
in  the  name  of  the  King  of  the 
French,  and  signified  by  the  warrant 
of  the  Secretary  of  State,  &c.,  to  such 
justice,  to  issue  his  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of,  and  to  commit  the 
person  accused  to  gaol,  there  to  re- 
main until  delivered  pursuant  to  suck 
requisition. 

A  Frenchman  was  committed  under 
the  above  statute  upon  a  chai^  of 
fraudulent  bankruptcy  committed  in 
France.  The  warrant  of  commit- 
ment directing  the  gaoler  to  keep  him 
in  custody  "  until  he  shall  be  dis* 
charged  by  due  course  of  law,*'  was 
held  insufficient.     In  re  Besset,    337 

9.  A  warrant,  issued  by  a  justice 
of  Tipperary  for  tiie  apprehension  of 
J.  N.,  stated  that  he  ''stands  in- 
dicted in  the  Peace  Office  of  the 
county,"  and  commanded  the  police 
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of  the  couDtj  to  apprehend  and  ''him 
in  safe  custody  keep,  so  that  you  may 
have  his  hody  before  her  Majesty's 
justices  of  the  peace  at  the  next  ses- 
sions," &c.: — Held  bad,  as  the  words 
"Peace  Office"  were  without  definite 
meaning,  and  did  not  disclose  in  what 
court  the  indictment  had  been  pre- 
ferred:— Held,  secondly,  that  a  ma- 
gistrate has  no  authority  to  order  the 
police  to  keep  a  prisoner  in  custody. 

Semble,  that  the  warrant  was  bad 
for  not  stating  that  the  defendant  had 
not  yet  appeared  or  pleaded.  In  re 
Nesiiti,  3G6 

10.  For  want  of  sureties.  See 
Gaol. 

COMPLAINT. 

1.  Where  it  appeared  by  affidavit, 
that,  on  an  appeal  against  an  order  of 
removal,  the  appellants  offered  evi- 
dence to  shew  that  no  complaint  had 
been  made  before  the  removing  jus- 
tices, (an  objection  taken  in  their 
grounds  of  appeal),  but  that  the  ses- 
sions refused  to  hear  tbe  evidence  on 
the  ground  that  the  recital  of  the 
complaint  in  the  order  was  sufficient, 
this  Court  granted  a  mandamus  to 
compel  the  sessions  to  enter  con- 
tinuances, and  hear  the  appeal.  Re- 
gina  y.  Justices  of  Sussex,  438 

2.  An  order  for  the  removal  of  apau- 
per,  his  wife,  and  their  six  children,  re- 
cited that  it  was  made  upon  complaint 
of  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 
parish  of  B.,  and  adjudged  the  place 
of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the 
pauper,  his  wife,  and  their  six  children, 
to  be  in  the  parish  of  £.  The  ex- 
aminations sent  to  the  appellants  with 
the  order  included  a  copy  of  the  in- 
formation and  complaint  of  J.  S.  one 
of  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  B. 
(the  respondent  parish).  It  was  ad- 
mitted, at  the  trial  of  the  appeal, 
that  the  application  of  J.  S.  was  made 
on  behalf  and  with  the  consent  of  the 
parish  officers  of  B.  generally: — 

VOL.  I. 


Held,  that,  under  these  circum- 
stances, the  complaint  was  sufficient 
to  found  the  order  of  removal.  Re- 
ginaY.  Bedingham,  105 

See  Commitment. 

CONVENTION, 
See  Commitment. 

CONVICTION. 

1 .  The  examination  into  a  complaint 
under  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  s.  3,  must 
be  taken  upon  oath. 

Therefore  a  conviction  stating  that 
*' whereas  complaint  has  been  made 
before  me,  one  &c.,  on  oath;  and 
whereas  I  have  duly  examined  the 
proofs  and  allegations  of  both  the  said 
parties  touching  the  matter  of  the 
said  complaint  (not  stating  upon  oath)^ 
^d  adjudge "  &c.,  was  held  bad. 
In  re  Jones,  3 

2.  A  local  act,  28  Geo.  3,  c.  64,  s. 
75,  prohibits  the  exposing  for  sale 
of  certain  goods  on  the  footway  of  a 
street,  under  a  penalty  of  lOs,;  and 
by  sect.  90,  the  justices  have  a  sum- 
mary jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  pay- 
ment of  the  penalty.  By  a  sub- 
sequent act,  34  Geo.  3,  c.  104,  inti- 
tuled '*  An  Act  to  amend  and  enlarge 
the  former  act,"  the  section  in  the 
first  act  creating  the  offence  is  repeal- 
ed and  re-enacted,  vnth  this  difference, 
that  the  penalty  is  made  20s,  instead 
of  lOs,  There  was  no  clause  in  the 
last  act  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the 
penalty  should  be  enforced: — Held, 
that,  as  the  first  act  was  repealed  by 
the  second,  the  justices,  having  grant- 
ed a  distress- warrant  for  the  purpose 
of  enforcing  payment  of  a  penalty  im- 
posed by  this  latter  act,  were  liable  to 
an  action  of  trespass.  Ward  y.  Ste- 
venson, 1 62 

3.  The  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  s.  1,  does 
not  apply  where  the  offence  charged 
amounts  to  a  felony. 

3  a 
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Therefore,  where  a  defendant  under 
that  statute  was  convicted  by  two  jus- 
tices, **  for  that  he  the  said  W.  J.  did 
contract  with  T.  R.  G.,  as  a  servant 
in  husbandry,  and  hath,  in  his  said 
service  and  employment,  been  guilty 
of  divers  misdemeanours,  in  that  he, 
the  said  W.  J.,  did,  on  &c.,  purloin  a 
quantity  of  barley  to  give  to  the  horses 
under  his  care,  contrary  to  the  ex- 
press commands  of  the  said  T.  R. 
G.:" — HeU  that  the  offence  charged 
here  was  a  felony  irrespective  of  the 
contract  of  service,  and  that  there- 
fore a  conviction  under  the  statute 
was  invalid.    In  re  Jacklin,  280 

4.  The  17  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  s.  10,  recit- 
ing that  materials  used  in  the  wool- 
len, &c.  manufacture  are  frequently 
found  concealed  in  the  possession  of 
persons  who  have  received  the  same, 
knowing  them  to  be  purloined  or  em- 
bedded, or  known  not  to  be  entitled 
to  dispose  of  the  same,  and  that  the 
discovery  of  such  purloiners,  &c.,  is 
full  of  difficulty,  &c.,  enacts,  that  any 
two  justices,  upon  complaint  that  any 
such  purloined,  &c.  materials  hre  con- 
cealed in  any  dwelling-house,  &c.  by 
their  warrant  to  cause  such  dwelUng- 
housc,  &c.  to  be  searched  in  the  day<> 
time,  and  if  anv  such  materials  sus- 
pected  to  be  purloined,  &c.,  shall 
be  found  therein,  to  cause  the  same, 
and  the  person  in  whose  house,  &c. 
the  same  shall  be  found,  to  be  brought 
before  any  two  justices,  and  if  the  said 
person  shall  not  give  an  account  to 
the  satisfaction  of  such  justices  how 
he  came  by  the  same,  such  person 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanour, and  punished  as  the  act 
directs. 

Sect.  14  enacts,  that  every  such 
person  not  producing  the  party  of 
whom  he  received  the  materials,  nor 
giving  a  satisfactory  account  liow  he 
became  possessed  of  the  same,  shall 
for  the  first  offence  forfeit  £20,  one 
moiety  to  the  inf brmer>  and  the  other 


to  the  poor  of  the  pariah,  or  such 
public  charity  as  the  justices  shall  ap- 
point. 

The  58  Geo.  3,  c.  51,  s.  1,  rcpeils, 
inter  alia,  an  act  passed  in  the  13 
year  of  Geo.  3,  intituled,  "  An  Act," 
&c.  (setting  out  the  exact  words  of 
the  title  of  the  1 7  Geo.  3,  c.  56),  and 
provides  for  a  different  distribution  of 
the  penalties. 

The  3  Geo.  4,  c.  23,  a.  2,  enacts, 
that,  in  all  cases  where  two  justices 
are  authorised  to  hear  and  determioe 
any  complaint,  one  justice  may  do  so, 
and  issue  the  summons  requiring  the 
parties  to  appear  before  two  justices; 
and  provides,  that,  where  the  original 
comprint  shall  be  made  to  any  jus- 
tices different  from  those  before  whom 
the  same  shall  be  heard  and  deter- 
mined, the  form  of  conviction  shall  be 
made  conformable,  and  according  to 
the  fact: — 

Held,  I.  That  it  is  not  neeessarj 
that  a  conviction  under  the  17  (ieo.3, 
c.  56,  ss.  10  &  14,  should  state  that 
the  materials  found  in  the  possesston 
of  the  defendant  were  found  ia  his 
dwelling-house,  or  concealed  therein, 
or  under  a  search-warrant,  the  word 
''  such  "  relating  to  the  nature  of  the 
article  found,  and  not  to  the  dream- 
stances  under  which  it  is  found.  2. 
That  the  58  Geo.  3,  c.  51,  ref«'- 
ring  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  17 
Geo.  3,  c.  56,  notwithstanding  the 
mistake  in  the  title,  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  must  be  held  to  repeal 
the  1 7  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  and  the  incor- 
rect year  must  be  rejected.  3.  Where 
the  original  information  has  been 
taken  before  two  justices,  and  a  eoo- 
viction  made  by  two  different  justices, 
the  form  of  the  conviction  under  the 
3  Geo.  4,  c.  23,  s.  2,  should  be  in 
conformity  with  that  fact.  Re^wm  v. 
micock,  651 

See  Commitment  ;   Game  ;  Higb* 
WAT;  Procedendo. 
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COSTS. 

1 .  Right  to  enter  appeal  for^  after 
supersedeas.     See  Appeal. 

2.  Where  no  appeal  entered.  See 
Order  of  Sessions. 

3.  Bastardy  applications.  See 
Bastard. 

4.  Certificate  for.  See  Highway. 

5.  In  mandamus.  See  Manda- 
mus. 

6.  Practice  of  sessions,  as  to.  See 
Practice. 

CRIMINAL  INFORMATION. 

1.  The  Court  will  not  grant  a  crimi- 
nal information  for  words  spoken  of  a 
magistrate,  imputing  to  him  oppres- 
sion or  corruption  in  his  official  capa- 
city; unless  they  tend  to  provoke  a 
breach  of  the  peace,  or  unless  the 
words  are  spoken  of  him  at  the  time 
be  is  engaged  in  the  performance  of 
bis  duty,  so  as  to  cause  an  obstruc- 
tion to  the  course  of  justice.  Ex  parte 
Duke  of  Marlborough^  195 

2.  Upon  motion  for  a  criminal  in- 
formation against  overseers  of  the 
poor  of  a  parish  for  alleged  miscon- 
duct in  inducing  a  pauper  to  remove 
to  another  parish,  the  Court  refused 
the  application,  as  no  circumstances 
were  shewn  requiring  its  prompt  in- 
terference, and  left  the  parties  to  their 
remedy  by  indictment.  Regina  v.  Jen- 
ninga^  488 

DATE. 

Of  Apprenticeship.  See  Settle- 
ment, I. 

Of  Birth.     See  Examination. 
Of  Relief.     See  Relief. 

DEPOSITIONS. 

The  statute  ^  &7  Will.  4^  c.  1 14, 
entitling  "  persons  held  to  bail,  or 
committed  to  prison,  for  any  offence 
against  the  law,"  to  copies  of  the  de- 


positions upon  which  they  have  been 
held  to  bail  or  committed  to  prison, 
does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  prisoners 
committed  for  re-examination,  but 
only  to  those  who  have  been  fully 
committed  for  trial. 

The  deposition  of  every  witness 
should  be  signed  at  the  time  when  it 
is  taken.  Regina  v.  Lord  Mayor  qf 
London,  40 

DESIGNER. 
See  Commitment. 

DISTRESS. 

I^ee  Action;    Highway;  Manda- 
mus. 

EMANCIPATION. 
See  Examination. 

ESTOPPEL, 

1 .  Parish  cannot  repudiate  acts  of  offi- 
cers representing  it.  See  Notice, 
I.  2.     Regina  v.  Leominster,     80 

ESTREAT. 
See  Recognisance. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  Theexamination  of  T.  (the  brother 
of  C),  stated,  "  I  believe  I  am  fifty- 
nine  years  old;  C.  was  my  sister, 
and  younger  than  me;  she  was  bom 
at  Y.,  and  is  the  person  mentioned 
in  the  certificate  now  produced  as 
having  been  baptized  at  i .,  July  6th^ 
1788: — Held,  that  this  examination 
was  not  inadmissible,  though  T. 
appeared  to  be  speaking  to  a  fiiet 
which  must  have  occurred  when  he 
was  about  three  years  old. 

The  respondents,  at  the  trial  of  an 
appeal,  are  not  bound  to  call  all  the 
witnesses  examined  before  the  lempT- 
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ing  justices;  it  is  sufficient  if  thej  can 
make  out  a  prima  facie  case  other- 
wise. Regina  y.  the  Inhabitant*  of 
Telvertoft,  476 

2.  A  justice  has  no  power  to  issue 
a  summons,  calling  on  the  overseer  of 
a  parish  to  produce  the  rate  hooks  at 
petty  sessions,  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  that  a  pauper  has  been  as- 
sessed to  the  poor-rate;  and  service  of 
such  a  summons  on  the  overseer  will 
not  authorise  the  reception  of  second- 
ary evidence  of  the  contents  of  the 
rate  books.      Regina  v.  Orton,   567 

3.  Taken  in  prisoner's  presence. 
See  Commitment. 

4.  And  upon  oath.  See  Commit- 
ment. 

5.  Necessity  of  setting  out  in  com- 
mitment.    See  Commitment. 

6.  The  examination  in  support  of  a 
settlement  by  estate,  alleged  that  let- 
ters of  administration  with  the  will 
annexed  were  granted  to  the  pauper, 
and  that  he,  as  administrator,  occu- 
pied the  estate,  &c.  The  letters  of 
administration  were  produced  before 
the  removing  magistrate,  and  a  copy 
of  them  was  sent  to  the  appellants, 
with  the  examination,  but  the  fact  of 
their  production  was  not  stated.  This 
objection  being  taken  in  the  grounds 
of  appeal: — 

Held,  that  it  sufficiently  appeared 
that  the  letters  of  administration  were 
produced  before  the  removing  magis- 
trate. Regina  v.  St,  Jnne'e,  West' 
minster,  608 

See  Commitment. 

EXAMINATIONS. 

1 .  It  is  no  objection  to  an  order  of 
removal,  that  the  examination  upon 
which  it  is  founded  discloses  evidence 
(by  relief)  of  a  subsequent  settle- 
ment of  the  pauper  in  a  third 
parish. 

And,  therefore,  where  the  exami- 
nation stated  an  acknowledgment  of  a 


settlement  in  S.,  the  appellant  paiisK 
by  relief,  and  a  subsequent  aclmov- 
ledgment  by  relief  in  C,  and  the  ses- 
sions refused  to  enter  into  the  ifuestioii 
of  the  settlement  in  S.,  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  concluded  by  the  state- 
ment of  a  subsequent  settlement  in 
C,  and  therefore  quashed  the  order 
of  removal,  this  Court  quashed  the 
order  of  sessions.  Regina  v.  Wht- 
wick,  22 

2.  The  copy  of  ezaniinations  sent 
with  an  order  of  removal  should  con- 
tain every  thing  necessary  to  shew 
that  each  examination  vras  taken  bj 
persons  having  proper  jnrisdictioii, 
and  the  copy  sent  by  the  respondents 
to  the  appellants  is  to  be  presumed 
to  be  a  correct  one. 

A  copy  of  examinatioiis  was  sent 
in  the  following  fbrm: — Theexamim- 
tion  of  S.  S.,  the  pauper,  taken  opoo 
oath  before  us,  two  justices  in  and  for 
the  county  of  W.,  who  upon  her  oath 
saith,  &c.  (stating  the  evidence). 
Taken  and  sworn  before  us,  this  dlst 
of  December,  1S42.  William  Dickens, 
H.  Townsend."  Then  followed,  on 
the  same  sheet  of  paper — **  The  ex- 
amination of  P.  R.,  of  &c.  whoupoa 
oath  saith,  &c.  (statins  the  evidence). 
Taken  and  sworn,  this  31st  day  of 
December,  1842,  before  us,  William 
Dickens,  H.Townsend:"  — 

Held,  insufficient,  there  being  no- 
thing to  connect  the  two  examinatioDS, 
so  as  to  shew  that  the  latter  was 
taken  by  persons  having  authority  to 
administer  an  oath. 

It  is  sufficient  that  an  order  should 
adjudicate  generally,  that  an  illegiti- 
mate child,  under  sixteen,  is  settled 
in  A.,  (the  parish  where  its  mother 
is  settled),  without  stating  the  fact 
that  that  settlement  is  derived  from  its 
mother.  Regina  y.  Sh^tom^mfom^ 
Stour,  302 

3.  The  examination  of  J.  M.,  the 
pauper's  husband,  on  which  the  order 
for  the  removal  of  the  panptr  and  her 
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children  was  founded,  was  headed  as 
taken  *'  touching  the  place  of  his  law- 
ful settlement."  The  other  examina- 
tions puqM)rted  to  be  taken  "  at  the 
time,  place,  and  in  manner  aforesaid : 
— Held,  that  the  examinations  were 
sufficiently  taken. 

The  examination  of  the  overseer 
stated,  that  he  ^'had  made  diligent 
search  and  inquiry,  with  the  object  of 
discovering  whether  J.  M.  had  any 
legal  settlement,  and  had  not  been 
able  to  discover  that  the  said  J.  M. 
had,  by  his  own  act,  or  the  act  of 
his  parents  or  their  ancestors,  or 
otherwise,  acquired  any  settlement:" 
— Held,  that  such  statement  was 
sufficient,  and  that  the  precise  nature 
of  the  inquiries  need  not  be  stated  ; 
and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  ne- 
gative the  birth  of  J.  M.  in  Scotland, 
Ireland,  or  the  Islands.  Regina  v. 
Leedx,  257 

4 .  An  order  was  made  for  the  removal 
of  a  pauper  to  Y.,  upon  examinations 
which,  after  shewing  Y.  to  be  his 
mother's  birth  settlement,  contained 
the  following  statement  by  his  father: 
— *«  I  was  born,  I  believe^  in  London, 
but  in  what  parish  I  never  knew:" 
— Held,  that  these  examinations  did 
not  throw  upon  the  removing  pansh 
the  necessity  of  making  further  in- 
quiry into  the  father's  settlement,  and 
justified  the  order  of  the  removal  to 
that  of  the  mother. 

The  examination  of  T.  (the  brother 
of  C,  the  mother)  stated,  **  I  believe 
I  am  fifty-nine  years  old;  C.  was  my 
sister,  and  younger  than  me;  she  was 
born  at  Y.,  and  is  the  person  men- 
tioned in  the  certificate  now  produced 
as  having  been  baptised  at  Y.,  July 
6th,  \7SS:'— Held,  that  this  exami- 
nation was  not  inadmissible,  though  T. 
appeared  to  be  speaking  to  a  fact  which 
must  have  occurred  when  he  was  about 
three  years  old. 

The  respondents,  at  the  trial  of  an 
appeal,  are  not  bound  to  call  all  the 


witnesses  examined  before  the  removing 
justices;  it  is  sufficient  if  they  can 
make  out  a  prim&  facie  case  otherwise. 
Regina  v.  Yelvertoft,  476 

5.  An  order  for  the  removal  of  a 
pauper  from  L.  to  M.  was  made  upon 
an  examination  which  stated  that  he 
had  never  gained  a  settlement  in  his 
own  right;  that  his  father,  who  died 
when  the  pauper  was  twenty-seven 
years  old,  was  an  acknowledged  parish- 
ioner of  M.  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
and  about  half  a  year  before  his 
death  received  relief  from  M.  while 
residing  in  L: — 

Held,  that  the  examination  dis- 
closed sufficient  prim&  facie  evidence 
of  the  pauper  being  settled  in  M.,  and 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  negative 
in  it  the  fact  of  his  having  been  eman- 
cipated at  the  time  when  his  father 
received  the  relief  from  M.  Regina 
V.  LilleshaU,  579 

6.  An  order  for  the  removal  of  an 
illegitimate  child  was  made  upon  the 
examination  of  C.  H.,  who  stated, 
"  I  am  the  mother  of  T.  H.  the  pau- 
per. In  or  about  the  year  1833,  he 
was  bom,  out  of  wedlock,  in  P:" — 

Held,  insufficient,  as  the  pauper,  if 
born  after  the  passing  of  the  4  &  5 
Wm.  4,  c.  76,  (14  August,  1834),  by 
section  71»  would  have  the  settlement 
of  his  mother,  instead  of  the  birth 
settlement  which  he  would  have  had 
before  that  act;  and,  therefore,  that 
it  ought  to  have  been  ascertained 
whether  or  not  he  was  bom  on  or 
before  that  day.  Regina  v.  St.  PouVb, 
Covent-Garden,  617 

Examinations  and  Grounds  of 
Appeal.    In  particular  Cases. 

Apprenticeship,    10,    117,    151, 

161,  377,  387. 
Bastard,  617. 
Birth,  387,  476. 
Chargeability,  16,  53,  121,  238, 

244,  445. 
Complaint,  438. 
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Dkrivative  Settlement,  476. 

Documents,  608. 

Emancipation,  576. 

Evidence,  608. 

Heading,  230,  257. 

Hiring  and  Service,  20,  90,  105, 

167. 
Husband  and  Wife,  257. 
Inquiring  into  Settlement,  257, 

476. 
Particularity,  247,  571. 
Payment  of  Rates,  188,  612. 
Production  of  Evidence,  608. 
Relief,  22,  105. 
Renting  Tenement,   5,   10,   186, 

397,  400,  485. 
Several  Settlements,  387,  476. 
Signature,  64. 
SuBSsauBNT  Settlement,  22. 

And  see  Settlement. 


FOREIGNER. 
See  Commitment. 

FRIENDLY  SOCIETY. 

The  Stat.  10  Geo.  4,  c.  56,  (Friendly 
Societies  Act),  provides  for  the  estah- 
lishment  of  societies  for  raising  funds 
for  the  "  mutual  relief  and  mainten- 
ance of  the  members,  their  wives, 
children,  or  other  relations,  in  sick- 
ness,  infancy,  advanced  age,  widow- 
hood," &c.  The  Stat  4  &  5  Will. 
4,  c.  40,  s.  2,  reciting  the  above, 
extends  its  provisions  to  "  any  other 
purpose  which  is  not  illegal: — " 

Held,  that  these  words  are  to  be 
understood  with  relation  to  purposes 
ejusdem  generis  with  those  specified 
m  the  former  part  of  the  section;  and, 
therefore,  that  a  society,  having  for  its 
object  the  loan  of  money  to  its  mem- 
bers, but  not  by  way  of  charitable 
relief,  (though  not  constituted  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Loan  Societies 
Acts),  was  not  within  the  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  above  statutes,  so  as  to 


require  the  justices  to  enforce  oom- 
pliance  with  the  award  of  arbitraton, 
provided  by  its  roles  in  case  of  dis- 
pute.    Regina  y.  Shartridge,         56 

GAME. 

1 .  An  information  under  the  (hmt 
Acts,  (1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  32,  s.  30, 
and  6  &  7  WUl.  4,  c.  65,  s,  9.) 
was  stated  to  be  by  Sir  O.  M.,  a  cre- 
dible witness,  and  contained  the  fol- 
lowing allegation  in  the  body  of  it: — 
**And  the  said  information  having 
also  been  verified  on  the  oath  oJf 
W.  A.,  another  credible  witness." 
The  jurat  was,  ''exhibited  by  Sir 
O.  M.,  and  sworn  before  me,"  &c. 
It  was  signed  by  Sir  O.  M.  and 
W.  A.  It  was  proved,  by  parol  cvir 
dence,  that  W.  A.  swore  to  the  charge 
at  the  time  the  information  was  laid, 
but  there  was  no  separate  deposition 
by  W.  A.  as  to  the  charge.  The 
charge  was  afterwards  heard  before 
two  magistrates,  when  the  defendant 

Save  evidence,  on  which  he  was  io- 
icted  for  perjury: — Held,  that  there 
did  not  appear  to  have  been  any  suffi- 
cient deposition  to  the  charge  at  the 
time  the  information  was  laid;  there- 
fore the  defendant  was  entitled  to  be 
acquitted,  on  the  ground  that  the 
magistrates  who  heard  the  charge 
acted  without  jurisdiction.  Regina 
V.  Scot  tony  27 

2.  A  conviction  under  the  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  69,  s.  1,  (Night  Poaching  Act), 
must  allege,  that  the  defendants  by 
night  were  in  certain  land  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  game  (and  semble,  by 
night)  in  such  land.  It  is  not  niffi- 
cient  to  follow  the  precise  words  of 
the  statute. 

Therefore,  in  an  action  of  trespass 
against  justices,  where  they  justified 
the  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff 
under  a  conviction  which  stated,  in 
the  words  of  the  statute^  that  he  and 
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three  others  did,  hy  night,  unlawfully 
enter  certain  land  with  a  net  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  game,  to  wit,  &c., 
it  was  held  insufficient,  though  the 
plea  alleged,  that  they  did  hy  night 
enter  the  land  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  game  by  night  in  the  said 
land. 

Semble,  that  there  is  a  distinction 
as  to  this  between  summary  convic- 
tions and  misdemeanours  under  sect.  9 
of  the  statute. 

Where  an  act  is  made  punishable  by 
summuy  conviction,  which  act  may  be 
lawful  if  done  under  certain  circum- 
stances, such  circumstances  should  be 
negatived  in  the  conviction.  Fletcher 
V.  Calthrop,  529 

See  Conviction. 

GAOL. 

The  6  Geo.  1,  c.  19,  s.  2,  reciting 
that  ''vagrants  and  other  criminals, 
offenders,  and  persons  charged  with 
small  offences,  are,  for  such  offences, 
or  for  want  of  mreties,  to  be  com- 
mitted to  the  county  gaol,  it  being 
adjudged  that,  by  law,  the  justices 
of  the  peace  cannot  commit  them  to 
any  other  prison  for  safe  custody," 
enacts,  that  such  persons  may  be  com- 
mitted either  to  the  common  gaol  or 
house  of  correction,  as  the  justices  in 
their  judgment  shall  think  proper. 

The  4  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  providing  for 
the  classification  of  offenders,  enacts, 
(s.  5),  "That,  where  the  house  of 
correction  and  gaol  are  parts  of  the 
same  building,  or  inclosed  in  the  same 
boundary  wall,  and  under  the  same 
keeper  and  visiting  justices,  the  classi- 
fication in  the  whole  of  such  build- 
ings, and  not  in  each  part  separately, 
required  by  the  act,  shall  be  carried 
into  effect:" — 

Heldy  that  the  effect  of  the  stat. 
6  Geo.  1  was  to  make  a  house  of  cor- 
rection a  public  prison  for  the  custody 
of  offenders;  and  that  a  commitment 


by  justices  to  a  house  of  correction, 
(regulated  according  to  the  provisions 
of  the  4  Geo.  4),  for  not  finding  sure- 
ties to  keep  the  peace,  was  a  valid 
commitment.     In  re  Jston,  73 

GROUNDS  OF  APPEAL. 
See  Examination. 

GUARDIAN. 

A  parish  forming  part  of  a  union 
under  4  &'5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  contained 
two  churchwardens  and  two  overseers. 
A  notice  of  appeal  signed  by  the  two 
overseers  and  a  guardian  of  the  parish 
was  held  bad,  as  not  being  signed  by 
a  majority  of  the  parish  officers;  guard- 
ians not  being  parish  officers  for  such 
purpose.  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of 
Surrey  y  124 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 

The  right  to  a  habeas  corpus  is  by 
the  common  law,  and  not  created  by 
statute.     In  re  Besset,  337 

HIGHWAY. 
I.  Costs. 

1.  The  Stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  s. 
95,  enacts,  that,  in  an  indictment  for 
the  non-repair  of  a  highway,  *'the 
costs  of  the  prosecution  shall  be  di- 
rected by  the  Judge  of  assize,  before 
whom  the  indictment  is  tried,  or  the 
justices  at  sessions,  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  highway  rate." 

An  indictment  under  this  statute 
was  tried  at  the  assizes^  the  defendants 
were  found  guilty,  and  the  Judge 
thereupon  made  a  verbal  order  for  the 
costs  of  the  .prosecution.  A  bill  of 
costs  was  sent  to  the  defendants,  but 
was  never  taxed.  The  recognisances, 
having  been  respited  from  time  to 
time,  were  ultimately  discharged,  and 
an  application  was  made  to  the  J«idge 
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who  tried  the  case  to  enforce  his  order 
for  the  costs,  hut  he  declined  to  inter- 
fere. 

This  Court  refused  to  grant  a  man- 
damus to  the  surveyor  of  the  parish 
to  pay  the  costs,  their  amouut  not 
having  been  ascertained. 

Sembie,  the  amount  of  costs  should 
be  ascertained  by  the  Judge  who  tries 
the  case  at  the  assizes  or  sessions,  or 
by  the  officer  of  the  Court  under  his 
directionj  at  or  immediately  after  the 
trial.     Regina  v.  Cl4irk,  143 

2.  By  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78.  s.  64,  the 
Court  before  whom  any  indictment  is 
tried  for  not  repairing  highways,  is 
empowered  to  award  costs  to  the  pro- 
secutor, if  it  shall  appear  to  the  Court 
that  the  defence  to  such  indictment 
was  frivolous. 

By  the  43  Geo.  3,c.  59,  s.  1,  "  the 
penalties,  forfeitures,  matters  and 
things  in  the  former  act  contained 
relating  to  highways  are  extended,  as 
far  as  the  same  are  applicable,  to 
county  bridges,  as  if  the  same  were 
therein  repeated  and  re-enacted." 

The  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  is  repealed 
by  the  5  &  6  Will.  1,  c.  50;  which, 
by  sect.  98,  empowers  the  Court  be- 
fore whom  any  indictment  shall  be 
preferred  for  not  repairing  highways 
to  award  costs  to  the  prosecutor, 
where  the  defence  appears  to  be  fri- 
volous. Sect.  5  provides  that  the 
word  '' highways'  shall  include  I'all 
bridges  "  not  being  county  bridges*^ 

To  an  indictment  for  the  non-repair 
of  a  county  bridge,  the  defendants 
pleaded  that  a  particular  hundred  was 
liable  to  repair  it.  The  jury  found 
the  defendants  guilty,  and  the  Judge 
who  tried  the  case,  thinking  the  de- 
fence frivolous,  gave  a  certificate  for 
costs:  — 

Held,  that,  although  the  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  c,  50,  did  not  apply  to  coun- 
ty bridges,  and  repealed  the  13  Geo. 
3,  c.  7>ii  yet,  that  the  43  Geo.  3,  c. 
59,  incorporated  the  latter  act,  and 


kept  alive  the  power  in  the  Jndge  of 
granting  the  certificate  for  coats.  Rt- 
gina  v.  Meriottethtkire^  316 

3.  Where,  in  an  indictment  against  a 
township  for  the  non-  repair  of  a  high- 
way for  carriages,  the  defendants  were 
acquitted  on  the  ground  that  it  wis 
not  such  highway  for  carriages^  as 
stated  in  the  uodietment: — Heid^  that 
the  prosecutdr  was  not  entitled  to 
costs  under  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  s. 
95,  and  the  Court  set  aside  the  Judge's 
certificate. 

Sect.  95  does  not  attach  where  the 
way  indicted  is  not  proved  to  be  a 
highway.     Begim^T,  Heanor,       466 

II.  Surveyor. 

1 .  At  a  special  session  for  the  high- 
ways, an  order  was  made,  reciting  a 
complaint  by  the  surveyor,  under  stat. 
5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  that  the  owner 
had  refused  and  neglected  to  cot, 
prune,  or  plash  certain  hedges, 
"whereby  the  sun  and  wind  were  ex- 
cluded from  a  certain  carriage-way  or 
cart-way  contrary  to  the  statute,"  &c.; 
that  the  owner  had  appeared,  and  the 
offence  was  proved;  and  the  justices 
did  thereby  order  the  owner  "to  cause 
the  said  hedges  to  be  cut,  pruned,  or 
plashed,  and  the  said  obstruction  com- 
plained of,  to  the  injury  or  damage  of 
the  said  highway,  removed  within  ten 
days  from  the  service  hereof." 

The  order  was  served  on  the  owner, 
who  cut  some  part  of  the  hedge,  but 
the  surveyor,  thinking  the  order  was 
not  properly  obeyed,  summoned  him 
before  two  justices,  who  imposed  a 
penalty  on  him,  and  after  ten  days  the 
surveyor  himself  cut  the  hedge: — 

Held,  1 .  That  the  order  was  bad  in 
part,  because  it  did  not  specify  in 
what  manner,  or  to  what  extent,  the 
owner  was  to  cut  the  hedge;  but  that 
it  would  have  been  good  if  it  had  di- 
rected the  owner  to  cut  the  hedge  in 
such  a  manner  that  the  highway  m^ht 
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not  be  prejudiced  by  the  shade  thereof, 
and  the  sun  and  wind  not  excluded  from 
it.  2.  That  the  order  was  good  in  part, 
so  as  to  justify  the  surveyor  in  cutting 
the  hedges,  in  order  to  remove  any 
actual  obstructions  to  the  highway 
from  the  branches  of  the  thorns  and 
bushes;  but  that,  so  far  as  relates  to 
the  trees,  the  order  was  defective,  be- 
cause it  did  not  negative  that  they 
were  planted  for  ornament,  or  shelter 
to  a  hop^round,  &c.,  which  trees  are 
excepted  in  the  65th  section  of  the 
act;  and  that,  therefore,  a  new  trial 
should  be  awarded  to  inquire  whether 
the  surveyor  did  more  than  he  was 
entitled  to  do  by  the  valid  part  of  the 
order.  3.  The  order  stated,  that  A.  B., 
being  the  owner  of  a  certain  farm,  had 
neglected  to  cut,  &c.  the  trees  and 
hedges  on  his  said  farm,  and  which 
were  on  the  side  of  the  carriage-way, 
&c. : — Held  a  sufficient  statement, 
that  A.  B,  was  owner  of  the  land  next 
adjoining  the  carriage-way.  Jenney 
V.  Brook,  323 

2.  Under  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  a 
surveyor  of  highways  may  enter  on 
adjoining  lands,  and  cut  drains  there- 
in, without  tendering  amends  for  the 
damage  caused  thereby;  and  trespass 
will  not  lie  against  him  for  so  doing, 
the  tendering  of  amends  not  being  a 
condition  precedent  or  concurrent; 
and  the  surveyor  is  not  bound  to  have 
the  amount  of  damages  and  compen- 
sation ascertained  within  twenty-one 
days  after  the  injury  is  committed. 

The  amount  of  compensation  to  be 
paid  can  be  settled  only  by  the  justices 
at  a  special  session  for  the  highways. 
Peters  V.  Clarkton,  519 

III.  Turnpike. 

1 .  A  local  act,  (53  Gep.  3,  c.  xcii), 
intituled  *'  An  Act  for  amending  the 
roads  and  highways  in  W.,"  contained 
some  provisions  relating  to  highways 
not  turnpike,  and  others  relating  to 


turnpike-roads.  By  s.  20  the  com- 
missioners were  empowered  to  erect 
gates,  bars,  &c.,  in,  upon,  or  across 
any  roads,  &c.;  by  s.  22,  to  take  tolls; 
and  by  s.  39,  to  mortgage  such  tolls 
for  the  purposes  of  the  act.  By  s. 
93  the  act  was  to  expire  in  twenty-one 
years,  (1834). 

The  General  Turnpike  Act,  (3  Geo* 
4,  c.  126),  (1822),  by  s.  4,  extends 
its  provisions  to  all  turnpike  acts  then 
in  force;  s.  41  enacts,  that,  if  any 
person  shall  fraudulently  or  forcibly 
pass  through  any  such  toll-gate  with 
any  horse,  &c.,  whereby  the  payment 
of  the  toll  shall  be  evaded,  he  shall 
forfeit  any  sum  not  exceeding  5/.; 
s.  141  empowers  justices,  upon  con- 
viction of  the  offence,  to  issue  their 
warrant  for  levying  the  penalties  by 
distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  of 
the  offender;  and  provides,  that  one 
moiety  of  the  penalty  shall  be  paid  to 
the  treasurer  to  the  commissioners  o/* 
the  road  on  which  such  offence  shall 
have  been  committed;  and  s.  148 
authorises  the  use  of  the  forms  given 
in  the  schedule,  in  which  is  a  form  of 
conviction,  and  provides,  that  no  ob- 
jection shall  be  made  in  any  proceed- 
ings for  want  of  form. 

By  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  10,  8.  1, 
(1834),  all  acts  of  Parliament  for 
making,  amending,  and  repairing  any 
turnpike-roads  in  Great  Britain,  which 
would  expire  in  that  and  the  next  ses- 
sion, are  continued. 

J.  B.  was  convicted  before  two  jns- 
tices,  for  that  he,  at  the  parish  of  C.y 
on  the  turnpike  road,  did  unlawftilly, 
&c.  pass  through  a  certain  toll-gate 
there  situate,  and  being  under  the 
authority  of  the  53  Geo.  3,  whereby 
the  payment  of  the  toll  was  evaded. 
The  conviction  concluded  thus:  — 
«  We  do  adjudge  that  the  said  J.  B. 
hath  forfeited  for  the  said  offence  the 
sum  of"  &c. 

Payment  of  the  penalty  being  re- 
fused, the  justices  issued  their  war- 
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rant,  reciting,  "  tbat  J.  B.  bad  been 
convicted,  for  tbat  be,  at  the  parish 
o/Cf  did  unlawfully,  &c.  pass  tbrougb 
a  certain  toll-gate  there  sitttate ;"  and 
thereby  directed  a  distress  for  the 
penalty  1^  and  that  one  moiety  thereof 
should  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  to  the 
commissioners  for  amending  the  roads 
and  highways  in  W, 

In  an  action  of  trespass  against  the 
justices — 

Heldf  1.  Tbat  the  local  act  was  one 
of  those  continued  by  the  4  &  5  Will. 
Af  c.  10.  2.  That  the  convictiou,  fol- 
lowing the  form  given  by  the  statute, 
was  sufficient.  3.  That  there  was 
no  material  variance  between  the  war- 
rant and  conviction  as  to  the  situation 
of  the  toll-gate.  4.  That  the  53  Geo. 
3,  c  zcii,  being  incorporated  in  the 
3  Greo.  4,  c.  126,  the  warrant  in  the 
description  of  the  toll-gate  sufficiently 
stated  an  offence  within  those  statutes. 
5.  That  the  appropriation  of  a  moiety 
of  the  fine  to  the  treasurer  to  the  com- 
missioners of  the  roads  in  W.  gene- 
rally  was  rightly  made.*,  6.  That  no 
demand  of  the  penalty  was  necessary 
before  issuing  the  distress- warrant. 
Barnes  v.  White^  504 

2.  By  a  local  turnpike  act,  (4  Vict. 
c.  XX,  s.  8),  tolls  are  made  payable  on 
horses.  By  section  1 1  it  is  provided 
that,  "  except  as  hereinafter  provided 
to  the  contrary,"  only  one  full  toll 
shall  be  payable  for  horses  passing 
and  repassing  once  in  the  same  day. 
By  section  12  "all  horses,  &c.  except 
horses  or  cattle  drawing  any  stage- 
coach, waggon,  or  other  stage  car- 
riage," returning  the  same  day,  shall, 
on  the  production  of  a  ticket  denoting 
payment,  pass  toll  free.  By  section 
13,  no  horse  which  shall  have  paid 
the  toll  once,  shall  be  permitted  to 
return  toll  free  when  drawing  "another 
or  different  waggon,  wain,  cart,  or 
other  such  carriage."  By  section  14, 
horses  drawing  any  post-chaise,  or 
other  carriage  traveling  for  hire,  shall 


pay  as  often  as  a  new  hiring  takes 
place.  Section  15  provides  that  no 
additional  toll  shall  be  payable  in 
respect  of  any  stage-coach  which  shall 
be  freed  by  such  ticket  on  account  only 
of  their  conveying  other  passengers, 
or  of  the  horses  or  cattle  drawing  the 
same  having  been  changed:  — 

Held,  that,  in  respect  of  the  aame 
horses  passing  through  the  toll-gate 
with  a  stage-coach,  and  returning  the 
same  day  with  a  different  stage-coach 
and  passengers,  only  a  single  toll  for 
each  horse  was  payable,  the  horses 
and  both  coaches  belonging  to  the 
same  proprietor.     Ekin  v.  Flay,  561 

3.  The  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  59,  a.  1,  (re- 
citing the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50),^  em- 
powers justices,  at  any  special  sessums 
for  the  highways,  in  case  the  funds  of 
any  turnpike  trust  are  insufficient  for 
the  repair  of  the  turnpike  roads 
within  any  parish,  *'to  inquire  into 
the  condition  of  the  roads  within  such 
trust,  and  to  ascertain  the  length  of 
the  roads  within  such  parish,  and 
how  much  thereof  is  turnpike  road. 
And  if  it  shall  appear  to  them  expe- 
dient so  to  do,  then  to  order  what 
portion  of  the  rate  or  assessment 
levied  or  to  be  levied  by  virtue  of  the 
said  recited  act  shall  be  paid  by  the 
parish  surveyor  to  the  trust,  to  be 
laid  out  in  the  repair  of  the  part  of 
the  turnpike  road  within  that  parish." 

An  order,  purporting  to  be  made 
at  a  special  sessions  of  the  highways 
holden  at  R.,  in  and  for  the  division 
of  the  hundred  of  O.,  in  the  county 
of  H.,  by  two  justices  of  the  county 
of  H.  acting  in  and  for  the  said  di- 
vision, directed  the  surveyor  of  the 
the  parish  of  B.  to  pay  the  sum  of 
£9,  5«  ,  being  the^  proportion  of  the 
rate  to  be  levied,  by  virtue  of  the  5 
&  6  Will.  4,.  to  the  commissioners  of 
a  certain  trust:" — 

Held,  1,  that  the  order  was  insuffi- 
cient, as  it  did  not  iqppear  that  the 
parish  of  B.  was  situate  vrithin  the 
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sessional  division.  2.  That  it  was 
not  necessary  to  state  in  the  order 
the  proportion  of  the  rate  to  be  paid. 
3.  Nor  to  specify  out  of  what  par- 
ticular rate  the  payment  was  to  be 
made.  4.  That  the  special  sessions 
mentioned  in  the  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  59, 
s.  1,  mean  such  special  sessions  as  are 
held  by  annual  appointment  under 
the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  s.  45.  Re- 
gina  v.  Morice,  585 

4.  The  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  59,  s.  1,  em- 
powers justices  to  adjudge  and  order 
the  payment  of  a  portion  of  the  high- 
way rate  in  any  parish  for  the  repairs 
of  the  turnpike  road  in  such  parish. 
Sect.  3  gives  a  right  of  appeal  to  the 
quarter  sessions,  if  notice  is  given 
within  six  days  after  such  order,  judg- 
ment, or  determination  shall  be  so 
made  or  given  as  aforesaid: — 

Held,  that  the  appeal  must  be 
made  within  six  days  after  the  order 
was  made  at  the  special  sessions, 
without  reference  to  the  time  when 
the  order  was  served  on  the  appellant. 
Regina  v.  the  Justices  of  Derbyshire^ 

645 
See  Appeal. 

Mandamus. 

Notice. 

Rate. 

Sessions. 

HOUSE  OF  CORRECTION. 
See  Gaol. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
See  Order  of  Removal,  3. 

INDENTURE. 
See  Settlement,  I. 

INDICTMENT. 

1 .  Power  of  Sessions  to  quash.      See 

Sessions. 

2.  Under  Highway  Acts.   See  High- 

way. 


INFORMATION. 

Under  Game  Act,  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c. 
32,  s.  30,  p.  27.     See  Game. 


JURAT. 

1.  In  Depositions  under  Game  Act,  1 
&  2  Will.  4,  c.  32,  8.  30,  p.  27.  See 
Game. 

2.  In  affidavit.    See  Affidavit. 


JURISDICTION. 

See  Examinations. 
Mandamus. 
Recognisances. 
Sessions. 


JUSTICE. 

1 .  Words  spoken  of,  in  performance  of 
his  duty.  See  Criminal  Infor- 
mation. 

2.  Description  of  county    in  order. 

See  Order. 

3.  Of  horough — no  jurisdiction  to  re- 
move to  County  Lunatic  Asylum. 
See  Lunatic. 

4.  Notice  of  Action  to.    See  Notice. 

LUNATIC. 

1 .  The  9  Geo.  4,  c.  40,  s.  38,  em- 
powers justices  to  order  the  removal 
of  insane  paupers  to  the  county  luna- 
tic asylum,  <'  and  if  no  such  county 
lunatic  asylum  shall  have  been  estab' 
lished,  then  to  some  public  hospital, 
or  some  house  duly  licensed  for  the 
reception  of  insane  persons:" — Heldy 
that  this  did  not  justify  an  order  of 
Middlesex  justices  for  the  removal  of 
an  insane  pauper  of  that  county  to  a 
licensed  asylum  in  Surrey^  there 
being  a  county  lunatic  asylum  in  Mid- 
dlesex, but  the  order  stating  that 
there  was  no  room  in  it;  such  a  case 
not  being  within  the  provisions  of  the 
act.     R^ina  v.  Ellis,  342 
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MANDAMUS. 


NOTICE. 


2.  In  an  appeal  to  the  quarter  ses- 
sions, given  by  9  Geo.  4,  c.  40,  s.  54, 
(against  an  order  of  two  justices  made 
under  sect.  38,  for  the  removal  of  an 
insane  pauper  to  a  lunatic  asylum), 
the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  not  the 
justices  making  the  order,  must  be 
respondent 

Semble,  that,  when  the  justices, 
having  called  to  their  assistance  a 
mediou  man,  make  such  order,  the 
order  should  state  the  proof  (if  any) 
given  before  them  of  the  pauper's  in- 
sanity, or  whether  they  have  found 
the  same  upon  their  own  view  and 
examination.  Regina  r.  Skipton,  350 

3.  Two  justices  for  a  borough  made 
an  order  for  the  removal  of  a  lunatic 
pauper  to  the  county  lunatic  asylum, 
under  9  Geo.  4,  c.  40,  es.  38,  41. 
Two  county  justices,  under  section  42 
of  the  same  act,  made  an  order,  recit- 
ing the  former  order,  and  adjudicating 
the  settlement  of  the  pauper.  On 
cause  shewn  against  a  rule  for  remov- 
ing the  latter  order  by  certiorari:  — 

Held,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  first 
order  was  bad,  being  made  by  justices 
who  had  no  jurisdiction  to  remove  to 
the  county  lunatic  asylum,  the  second 
order  was  bad  also,  notwithstanding 
the  provision,  in  section  42,  that  such 
order  may  be  made  where  a  pauper  is 
confined  in  the  asylum  "  under  any 
order  of  any  justices."  Regina  v. 
The  Justicee  of  Cornwall,  499 

MAINTENANCE. 

Of  Child  by  Grandfather,  p.  69.    See 

Child. 

MANDAMUS. 

1.  To  Justices. 

To  sign  and  allow  Poor-rate.  See 
Rate,  1. 

To  hear  Complaint  of  Loan  Soci- 
ety, 56. 

To  make  Order  on  Overseers,  128. 


To  appomt  Overseers  of  Divinon, 
223. 

To  concur  in  granting  Distress  War- 
rant, 201. 

To  issue  Distress  Warrant,  456,631. 

To  make  Order  on  Gkiardians  for 
Costs,  252. 

2.  To  Sessions. 

To  hear  Appeals,  64,  124,  151, 
161,  247,  277,  "288,  314,  416.  438. 
445,  461,  463. 

To  erase  from  Records,  98. 

3.  Costs  of,  98. 


MASTER. 

Designation  of,  insufficient.  See  Set- 
tlement, III. 

NOTICE. 
I.  Of  Appeal. 

1 .  The  parish  of  S.  consists  of  two 
townships,  S.  and  D.,  each  maintain- 
ing its  own  poor,  and  having  distinct 
overseers.  The  parish  of  S.  has  no 
overseer. 

Against  an  order  of  removal  of  a 
pauper  from  A.  to  S.,  notice  and 
grounds  of  appeal,  signed  by  the  over* 
seers  of  the  toumship  of  S.,  but  de- 
scribing themselves  as  overseers  of 
the  parish  of  S,  were  served  on  the 
respondents. 

A  notice  was  also  sent  by  the  re- 
spondents, addressed  to  the  overseers 
of  the  township  of  S.,  **  to  produce 
the  pauper  at  the  trial  of  the  appeal 
of  which  you  have  given  ns  notice." 
•  It  did  not  appear  that  this  notice 
was  produced  at  the  trial  of  the  ap- 
peal. 

At  the  trial,  the  appellants  were 
called  upon  to  prove  their  notice  and 
grounds  of  appeal.  An  objection  was 
then  taken  to  the  notice,  as  puiporting 
to  have  been  given  by  the  overseers 
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of  the  parish  instead  of  the  township. 
Pending  the  argument  the  appellants 
applied  to  respite  the  appeal,  which 
was  assented  to  hy  the  respondents, 
on  the  terms  of  payment  of  costs. 
This  the  appellants  refused,  where- 
upon the  sessions  confirmed  the  order 
of  removal.  Upon  an  application  to 
this  Court  for  a  mandamus  to  the 
sessions,  to  enter  continuances,  and 
hear  the  appeal: — Held,  that  the  ap- 
plication for  respite  was  no  admission 
of  the  validity  of  the  objection,  and 
that  the  sessions  ought  still  to  have 
given  judgment  upon  it.  But,  held^ 
that  this  Court  would  not  interfere  by 
mandamus  to  compel  the  sessions  to 
hear  the  appeal,  as,  upon  the  facts 
stated,  it  did  not  appear  that  they 
had  not  decided  what  they  were  called 
upon  to  do,  viz.  the  question  whether 
the  respondents  were  or  were  not  mis- 
led by  the  notice.  Regina  v.  The 
Justices  of  the  West  Riding^  64 

2.  A  notice  of  appeal  against  an 
order  of  removal,  dated  11th  March, 
1843,  was  .signed  by  "J.  C,  church- 
warden, and  J.  C.  and  M.  A.,  over- 
seers," (J.  C.  signing  in  both  charac- 
ters). It  appeared  that  J.  C.  and 
M.  A.  were  the  only  existing  parish 
officers,  having  been  appointed  over- 
seers in  1842.  J.  C.  was  also  the 
only  surviving  churchwarden,  having 
originally  been  appointed  with  an- 
other, who  died  before  the  notice  of 
appeal  was  given,  and  no  successor 
had  been  appointed  in  his  place. 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  re- 
spondents objected  to  the  notice,  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  not  signed  by 
the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
the  appellant  parish;  that,  in  fact, 
there  was,  in  point  of  law,  no  such 
body  in  the  parish,  and  that  J.  C.  and 
M.  A.,  who  did  sign  the  notice,  were 
neither  churchwardens  nor  over- 
seers:— 

Heldy  that,  as  the  appellant  parish 
could  not  repudiate  the  acts  of  the 


officers  by  whom  it  was  represented, 
the  respondents  would  have  all  the 
benefit  of  a  decision  on  the  merits  in 
their  favour,  and  could  not,  therefore, 
on  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  enter  into 
the  consideration  of  the  legality  of 
the  appointment  of  the  officers  in  the 
adverse  parish,  and,  therefore,  that 
the  notice  was  sufficient.  Regina  v. 
Leominster^  80 

3.  By  Guardian.    See  Guardian. 

4.  By  Proxy.     See  Proxy. 

5.  Service  of  notice  of  appeal  against 
a  conviction  under  the  Highway  Act, 
(5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50)  by  leaving  it  at 
the  dwelling-house  of  respondents — 
Heldf  sufficient.  Regina  v.  The  Jus- 
tices of  the  North  Riding,  574 

II.  Of  Action. 

In  construing  notices  of  action  un- 
der the  various  statutes  requiring 
them,  the  Court  will  not  subject  them 
to  too  nice  and  narrow  an  examina- 
tion; the  object  being,  that  they 
should  be  plain  and  intelligible  to 
plain  men. 

Where,  therefore,  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion alleged  in  a  notice  was  the  arrest 
of  J.  J.,  at  St.  A.,  on  the  30th  of 
July,  and  the  taking  him  thence  to 
D.,and  confining  him  for  twelve  hoorSy 
and  the  causing  him  to  be  taken  be- 
fore divers  justices  at  D.,  on  the  3l8t 
July,  on  a  charge  of  felony: — Held^ 
that  the  allegation  of  time  was  suffi- 
cient as  to  the  taking  to  D.,  and  im- 
prisonment for  twelve  hours,  though 
it  was  not  expressly  oonnected  with 
the  original  trespass  on  the  30th. 
Jones  V.  Nicholls,  524 

Of  Certiorari.      See  Certiorari. 

Of  Cliargeability.     See  Charge- 
ability. 

To     produce    Documents.       Set 
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Time    for.       See  Appeal;    High- 
way. 

OATH. 

1.  Bastardy  Order.     5tfe  Bastard. 

2.  Examination  upon.    See  Convic- 

tion. 

3.  Verification  of  Deposition  under 

Game  Act.     See  Game. 


ORDER  OF  REMOVAL. 

1 .  "Where  an  order  of  justices  for 
removing  a  pauper  from  A.  to  B.  was, 
on  apped,  quashed  generally,  and  A. 
obtained  a  second  order  for  the  remo- 
val of  the  same  pauper  to  B.,  and  at 
the  trial  of  the  second  appeal  it  was 
proved  that  the  former  order  was 
quashed  for  want  of  a  statement  of 
chargeability  in  the  examinations,  the 
sessions  held  that  the  former  order 
was  on  the  merits,  and  conclusive  be- 
tween the  parties: — 

Held,  that  the  sessions  were  wrong; 
for,  though  the  former  order  was 
quashed  on  the  merits,  yet  that  a  new 
state  of  things  had  arisen,  which  were 
not  affected  by  the  former  order.  Re- 
gina  v.  Ferranzabuloe,  16 

2.  An  order  for  the  removal  of  a 
pauper,  his  wife,  and  their  six  child- 
ren, recited  that  it  was  made  upon 
complaint  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
of  the  parish  of  B.,  and  adjudged  the 
place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of 
the  pauper,  his  wife,  and  their  six 
childreriy  to  be  in  the  parish  of  E. :  — 

Heldy  that,  as  the  order  contained  an 
adjudication  that  the  settlement  of  the 
children  was  in  E.,  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  state  that  they  had  not  gained 
a  settlement  for  themselves.  Regina 
V.  Bedingkam,  105 

3.  On  an  order  for  the  removal  of 
a  female  pauper  and  her  children  from 
the  place  where  she  resided  with  her 


husband  to  the  place  of  her  maid^sv 
settlement,   the  examinations  stated 
the  consent  of  the  pauper's  husband 
to  the  removal  of  his  vofe  and  chiLd^ 
ren^    but  did  not    state  the   wife's 
consent  to  be  separated  from  her  hus- 
band:— Held,  that  the  order  for  her 
removal  could  not  besupported,  though 
good  for  two  of  the  children,  who  were 
above  the  age  of  nurture. 

The  examination  of  J.  M.,  the  pau- 
per's husband,  on  which  the  order  for 
the  removal  of  the  pauper  and  her 
children  was  founded,  was  headed  as 
taken  "  touching  the  place  of  hi*  lawful 
settlement."  The  other  examinatioas 
purported  to  be  taken  *'  at  the  time^ 
place,  and  in  manner  aforesaid:" — 
Held,  that  the  examinations  were  suf- 
ficiently taken. 

The  examination  of  the  overseer 
stated,  that  he  ''had  made  diligent 
search  and  inquiry,  with  the  object  of 
discovering  whether  J.  M.  had  any 
legal  settlement,  and  had  not  been 
able  to  discover  that  the  said  J.  M. 
had,  by  his  own  act,  or  the  act  of  his 
parents  or  their  ancestors,  or  other- 
wise, acquired  any  settlement:"  — 
Heldf  that  such  statement  was  suffi- 
cient, and  that  the  precise  nature  of 
the  inquiries  need  not  be  stated;  and 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  n^ative 
the  birth  of  J.  M.  in  Scotland,  Ireland, 
or  the  Islands.  Regina  v.  Leede,   257 

4.  Where,  on  the  trial  of  an  appeal 
against  an  order  of  removal,  the  ap- 
pellants produced  a  former  order  be- 
tween the  same  parties,  which  had 
been  quashed  generally,  and  the  re- 
spondents tendered  evidence  of  the 
circumstances  under  which  it  had  been 
quashed,  namely,  that  they  had  aban- 
doned it  on  account  of  some  defect  in 
form,  without  going  to  the  sessions: 
— Held,  that  the  sessions  were  bound 
to  receive  such  evidence,  and,  having 
refused,  a  maudamus  issued  to  com- 
pel them  to  hear.  Regina  v.  Tke  Ju9- 
tiees  of  Flintshire,  288 
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5.  A  mistake  as  to  date  had  been 
made  in  the  copy  of  an  order  of  remo- 
Tal  served  on  the  appellants,  who  en- 
tered an  appeal  against  it.  A  correc 
copy  was  afterwards  serred,  and  a  re 
turn  of  the  former  requested  by  the 
respondents;  the  appellants,  however, 
refused  to  return  it,  and  entered  a  se- 
cond appeal.  The  sessions  heard  and 
quashed  the  first  appeal,  but  refused 
to  hear  the  second,  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  in  fact  the  same  as  the  one  al- 
ready decided: — Heldy  that  the  ses- 
sions were  not  justified  in  such  refusal, 
and  a  mandamus  was  granted  to  com- 
pel them  to  enter  continuances,  and 
hear  the  second  appeal.  Retina  ▼. 
The  Justices  of  Cornwall,  3 1 4 

6.  An  order  of  removal  commencing 
thus: — "  Westmoreland,  to  wit  To 
the  overseers  of  the  township  of  K.  L., 
and  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 
township  of  C,  in  the  said  county,** 
sufficiently  shews  that  the  township 
of  K.  L.  is  in  the  county  of  West- 
moreland. 

The  order  afterwards  stated,  that 
the  complaint  was  made  to  us,  &c., 
two  justices  **  in  and  for  the  said 
county :" — Held,  that  this  was  a  suf- 
ficient allegation  that  the  justices 
were  justices  of  the  county  of  West- 
moreland. 

The  order  of  sessions  stated  the 
judgment  of  the  sessions  in  terms  of 
recital  only,  instead  of  present  adju- 
dication :  — Held,  sufficient.  Regina  v. 
Casterton.  449 

7.  An  order  for  the  removal  of  a 
pauper  was  appealed  against  in  Janu- 
ary, 1844,  (because  the  copy  sent  to 
the  appellants  did  not  contain  the  sig- 
nature of  the  justices),  and  quashed, 
subject  to  a  case,  in  respect  of  which 
no  further  steps  were  taken.  In  Feb- 
ruary, 1844,  the  respondents  obtained 
a  fresh  order  for  the  removal  of  the 
same  pauper  on  the  same  settlement :  — 

Held,  1 .  That  the  quashing  of  the 
first  order  for  want  of  the  signature  of 


the  justices  was  not  conclusive  between 
the  parishes  on  the  trial  of  the  second 
appeal.  2.  That  the  fact  of  the  re- 
spondents not  having  availed  them- 
selves of  the  case  granted  by  the 
sessions  did  not  preclude  them  from 
obtaining  a  second  order  during  the 
six  months  in  which  they  had  the 
power  of  bnnging  up  the  former  order 
by  certiorari.  Regina  v.  Cheat  Bol- 
ton, 636 


ORDER  OF  SESSIONS. 

1.  Where  a  notice  of  appeal  against 
an  order  of  removal  was  counter- 
manded the  day  before  the  sessions, 
but  the  respondents  attended  the  ses- 
sions, and  induced  the  justices  to 
make  an  order  confirming  the  order 
of  removal,  and  giving  the  respondents 
the  costs  and  chains  of  "  attending 
the  sessions  to  support"  their  said 
order:  — 

Held,  that  the  order  of  sessions 
was  bad;  as  that  part  of  it  which  con- 
firmed the  order  of  removal  was  not 
within  their  jurisdiction,  and  that  this 
defect  invaUdated  the  remainder  of  the 
order,  the  whole  of  which  must  be 
construed  together.  Regina  v.  Stoke. 
Bliss,  267 

2.  Bad  in  part,  good  for  remainder. 

See  Bastard  ;  Highway. 

3.  Lunatic.     iS^ee  Lvnatic. 


PARISH  officer- 
In  Appeals. 

See  Chargeability  ;  Complaint; 
Evidence  ;  Notice;  Proxy. 

Rate.     See  Rate. 

1 .  Under  the  statute  50  Geo.  3,  c. 
49,  s.  1,  overseers  are  directed,  with  in 
fourteen  days  after  the  expiration  of 
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their  office,  to  eibibit  their  accoaats 
to  two  justices  at  special  seaaioDS,  who 
are  to  cxamioe  the  accounts,  and  al- 
low  or  disallow  the  chargea,  subject 
to  an  appeal  to  the  quarter  aesiions. 
And  the  justices  have  power  to  com- 
pel the  overseers  to  pay  over  to  their 
successors  in  office  any  balance  re- 
maining in  their  hands. 

Under  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  the 
Poor-law    Commissioners    may    ap-  j 
point  an  auditor  to  each  unioD,  aud 
the  overseers  are  required  to  submit   I 
their  accounts  to  such  auditor  once   | 
in  every  quarter: —  .  , 

Held,    that,    DOtwithstanding   the 
passing  of  4  &  5  WtU.  4,  c.  76,  the  I 
justices  have  still  the  power  (snbject  j 
to  the  appeal  to  the  quarter  sessions) 
to  examine  overseers'  accounts  at  the   I 
expiration  of  their  year  of  office,  and 
to  allow  items  which  have  been  disal- 
lowed by  the  auditor,  or  to  disallow    | 
items   which   have   been   allowed  by    ' 
him.    Regina^.TkeJiutictio/Staf'   j 
ford^ire,  128 

2.  Two  neighbouring  divisions  of  a    I 
parish  used  the  same  parish  church,    ' 
situate  in  one  of  them.    Each  of  them 
bad  an  overseer,   collector   of  (axes,   | 
surveyor  of  highways,  and  constable   | 
appointed  out  of  its  inhabitants,  but 
by  the  parish  at  large;  each  overseer  | 
collected  the  poor-rates  in  his  own 
division,  and  kept  liis  own  accounts, 
but  these  were  afterwards  entered  in 
one   book,   and    passed  jointly;   both 
divisions   formed   part   of  the   same 
union,    and  tlie  poor    of  both   were  | 
mninlained  at  their  joint  expense;  but  . 
it  did  not  appear  that  either  had  se-  ' 
parately  apjiointed  its  own  overseers:    | 
— Hild,  that  these  divisions,  not  be- 
ing separate  and  distinct   townships 
as  to  the  maintenance  of  their  own 
poor,  were  not  entitled  to  an  appoint- 
ment of  separate  overseers,  under  the 
13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  12.  s.  21.     Regina 
V.  The  Jtittice*  of  Cheshire,  223 


Misconduct.     See  Crihinal 
Information. 

PEER. 

See'  RECoGNiaANCX. 

PENALTY. 

See  HioHWAY. 


Commitment  to  Custody  of— Sw 

COUUITHENT. 

PRACTICE. 

1 .  Where  a  nile  for  a  certiorari  lo 
bring  up  a  special  case  granted  by 
sessions  is  discharged  by  the  Conrt 
of  Q.  B.,  the  effect  is  to  confirm  the 
order  of  sessions,  and  subject  the 
party  bringing  it  up  to  pay  costi 
under  5  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  2.  Begina 
T.  Latehfitrd,  387- 

2.  It  appeared,  that,  by  the  practice 
of  the  sessions,  no  more  than  3U«. 
costs  were  allowed  to  either  party  if 
the  appeal  was  tried,  and  that  the  re- 
spondeots  bad  tendered  to  the  appel- 
lants the  Slim  of  21.  2s.  fur  costs:  — 
Held,  that  such  practice  was  unreason- 
able, and  that  the  sessions  ought  to 
exercise  their  judgment  as  to  the  fair 
remuneration  to  the  appellants  for  the 
costs  incurred.  Regina  v.  Tkejuttiees 
of  Merionethikire,  277 

See  Order  op  Removal. 

3.  An  order  of  sessions,  confirming 
anorder  of  justices,  when  removed  into 
this  court  by  certiorari,  does  not  ex 
necessitate  bring  up  the  order  of  jus- 
tices. The  rule  should  be  drawn  up 
for  both.  Regina  v.  The  Juttieet  of 
ComKoU,  414 

See  Appeal. 


RATE. 


RATE. 


689 


PROCEDENDO. 

A  conviction  by  two  justices  under 
the  17  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  s.  14,  by  which 
the  defendant  was  sentenced  to  pay 
20/.,  or,  in  default  of  payment,  be 
committed  to  prison,  having  been 
quashed  on  appeal,  subject  to  a  case, 
was  removed  into  this  court  by  cer- 
tiorari, and  confirmed.  A  levari  facias 
issued  out  of  this  court  for  the  penalty, 
and  there  was  a  return  of  nulla  bona. 
This  court  (doubting  its  authority  to 
enforce  the  judgment  so  far  as  related 
to  the  imprisonment  in  default  of 
payment)  granted  a  procedendo  to 
carry  back  to  the  sessions  the  record 
of  conviction,  and  commanded  them 
to  proceed  to  award  execution  against 
the  defendant.    Eegina  v  Bushworth, 

415 

PROXY. 

A  signature  to  a  notice  of  appeal 
which  purports  to  be  made  for  an 
overseer  by  his  proxy  is  invalid,  unless 
it  be  proved  that  tjie  proxy  had  au- 
thority from  the  overseer  to  sign. 
Begina  v.  the  Justices  of  Surreyt   124 

PUBLICATION. 
See  Rate. 

RAILWAY. 
See  Rate. 

RATE. 

1.  Allowance  and  Publication. 

1.  Where  a  poor-rate  had  been  made 
and  signed  by  the  overseers  only 
of  a  parish,  the  churchwardens  not 
having  been  sworn,  and  the  jus- 
tices refused  to  allow  it  on  account  of 
its  not  being  signed  by  a  majority  of 
the  parish  officers,  a  mandamus  issued 
commanding  the  justices  to  sign  and 

VOL.  I. 


allow  the  rate.    Reffina  v.  Lord  Go- 
dolphin,  1 

2.  Semble,(}^r'LoTdD€ntnan,C.J,), 
that  the  publication  of  rates  under  7 
WiU.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  2,  should 
be  on  every  place  of  divine  worship 
within  the  parish,  in  order  to  give  the 
fullest  publicity  to  the  notice.  Ee- 
gina V.  Royde,  456 

3.  Tworates,  in  which  a  railwaycom- 
pany  were  assessed  to  the  relief  of  the 
poor,  were  made  on  the  22nd  of  No- 
vember, 1842,  and  the  24th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1843,  allowed  hj  two  justices, 
and  published.  It  bemg  afterwards 
discovered  by  the  parish  officers  that 
they  had  omitted  the  declaration  re- 
quired by  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  96,  s. 
2,  they  cancelled  the  above  allowance, 
and  supplied  the  requisite  declaration, 
and  the  rates  were  afterwards,  on  the 
25th  of  March,  and  Ist  of  April, 
again  allowed  by  two  justices,  and 
published. 

There  was  no  appeal  against  them 
at  the  Easter  sessions  (held  April  3rd), 
but  at  the  Midsummer  sessions  a  rate- 
payer appealed,  whereupon  the  ses- 
sions ordered  both  rates  to  be  quash- 
ed, and  two  new  ones  to  be  made  in 
their  stead,  which,  on  the  14th  and 
22nd  of  July,  were  made  accordingly. 

At  the  Michaelmas  sessions  the 
company  appealed  against  these  latter 
rates,  but  the  sessions  ordered  them 
to  be  confirmed.  All  the  orders  of 
sessions  were  removed  into  this  court 
by  certiorari  (granted  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  company,  though  they  had 
been  no  party  to  the  first  appeals). 

Held,  that  the  first  order  was  void« 
as  the  justices  at  the  Midsummer 
sessions  had  no  jurisdiction  to  enter- 
tain the  appeal;  the  right  of  appeal- 
ing being  confined  to  the  next  practi- 
cable sessions  after  the  rate  is  made; 
and  that  the  re-allowance  and  repub^ 
lication  of  the  rates,  with  the  requisite 
declaration,  did  not  give  those  sessions 
jurisdiction. 

3b 
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RATE. 


Jnd  that  as  the  validity  of  the 
July  rates  depended  upon  that  of  the 
Michaelmas  orders,  which  were  void 
for  want  of  jurisdiction,  the  order  of 
the  Michaelmas  sessions,  confirming 
the  July  rates,  was  also  void.  Regina 
V.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Com" 
pany,  301 

4.  By  Police  Magistrate.  Regina 
v.Paynter,  631 

2.  Distress-warrant. 

1.  The  parish  of  A.  was  divided 
into  the  upper  and  lower  division,  and 
for  the  last  twenty-five  years  a  sur- 
veyor had  been  appointed  for  each 
division  to  collect  the  rate,  which  was 
of  the  whole  parish.  J.  was  surveyor 
of  the  upper  division,  and  D.  for  the 
lower.  Two  ratepayers  in  the  lower 
division  refused  to  pay  their  rates  to 
D.,  but  afterwards  paid  the  amount 
to  J.: — Held,  that  this  Court  would 
not  grant  a  mandamus  to  compel  one 
magistrate  to  concur  with  another 
magistrate,  to  grant  distress-warrants 
to  cotnpel  the  payment  of  these  rates 
to  D.     Regina  v.  fFood,  201 

2.  In  September,  1 839,  a  poor-rate 
was  made  for  the  township  of  T., 
against  which  an  appeal  was  entered 
at  the  January  sessions,  1840,  and 
respited  on  the  terms  that  a  new 
valuation  should  be  made,  and  that 
in  the  meantime  the  payments  should 
be  made  according  to  the  last  effective 
rate,  and  the  balance,  either  for  or 
against  the  appellants  be  afterwards 
paid  by  or  allowed  to  them.  These 
terms  were  agreed  to  by  the  appellants 
and  S.,  the  assistant  overseer,  and  the 
appeal  was  respited  from  time  to 
time  till  the  Michaelmas  sessions, 
1843,  when  the  new  valuation  was 
completed,  and  the  rate  reduced. 
Pending  this  appeal,  the  assistant 
overseer  died,  and  a  new  rate  was 
made  in  May,  1840,  in  which  the 
appellants  were  rated  as  in  the  rate 
appealed  against,  and,  on  their  refusal 


to  pay,  were  summoned  before  the 
petty  sessions,  who  made  an  order 
that  they  should  pay  according  to  the 
agreement,  that  is,  according  to  the 
last  effective  rate.  They  paid  the 
amount  ordered  on  that  rate«  and  the 
like  amount  on  four  other  rates,  made 
between  that  dme  and  Michaelmas, 
1843.  In  April,  1844,  they  were 
summoned  by  the  overseers  to  pay  m 
full,  and  the  justices  at  special  setsioiis 
were  applied  to  for,  and  refused  dis- 
tress-warrants to  compel  such  pay- 
ment. 

On  an  application  for  a  mandamus 
to  the  justices  for  this  purpose— 
Held,  tnat  after  so  long  a  time  the 
township  must  be  taken  to  have  ac- 
quiesced in  the  agreement  made  by  S., 
and  the  Court  refused  to  issue  the 
writ.     Regina  v.  Royds,  456 

3.   Railways. 

A  railway  company,  formed  under 
stat.  3  Will.  4,  c.  xxxiv.  were  empower- 
ed to  purchase  lands  and  construct  a 
railway  thereon;  and  to  take  certain 
tonnage  and  fares  for  goods  and  pas- 
sengers, and  to  provide  locomotiTe 
engines,  and  receive  such  sums  for 
the  use  thereof  as  the  company  should 
fix.  And  when  the  company  them- 
selves acted  as  carriers  for  their  own 
profit,  (which  they  were  empowered 
to  do),  they  were  to  keep  separate  ac- 
counts of  the  tolls  which  they  did  re- 
ceive, and  of  the  tolls  which  thev 
would  have  received  for  the  passen- 
gers, &c.,  if  they  had  been  carried  bj 
other  persons.  All  persons  had  li- 
berty to  use  the  railway  with  carriages, 
subject  to  regulations  by  the  ^pmpanj, 
and  on  payment  of  toll  to  them.  The 
railway  was  used  partly  by  the  com- 
pany, as  carriers  of  goods  and  passen- 
gers for  their  own  profit,  and  partlj 
by  other  companies,  who  paid  toll  to 
them  for  the  use  of  it: — 

Held,  that  the  boropany  were  rate- 
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able  for  their  railway  at  an  amount 
equal  to  the  rent  which  a  lessee  would 
paj,  making  the  same  uses  of  the  rail- 
way as  the  company;  [that  is,  that 
the  company  were  rateable,  after  due 
deductions  according  to  the  Parochial 
Assessment  Act,  {6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  96, 
8.  1),  on  the  sums  which  they  received 
as  fares  and  tonnage  for  goods  and 
passengers  which  they  carried,  as  well 
as  on  the  amount  of  tolls  which  they 
received  from  other  carriers  on  their 
railway;]  and  that  an  estimate  of  the 
company's  liability,  founded  on  the 
amount  chargeable  in  respect  of  tolls 
only,  was  erroneous. 

The  parish  officers  adopted,  and  the 
sessions  approved  the  following  mode 
of  calculating  the  net  annual  value  of 
the  company's  rateable  property  in 
their  parish. 

They  ascertained  the  gross  receipts 
of  the  company  for  one  year,  £440,366, 
and  made  therefrom  the  following  de- 
ductions:— 

1 .  £5  per  cent.,  for  interest  on 
£255,000,  the  capital  employed  in 
engines,  carriages,  and  other  move- 
able stock,  in  their  business  as  car- 
riers. 

2.  £20  per  cent.,  on  the  same 
capital,  for  tenants'  profits  and  pro- 
fits of  trade. 

3.  £12  10«.  per  cent.«  on  the 
same,  for  the  depreciation  of  such 
stock,  beyond  usual  repairs  and  ex- 
penses. 

4.  £198,962,  for  the  annual  cost 
of  conducting  the  business. 

5.  £9150,  for  the  land  occupied 
by  stations  and  other  buildings,  se- 
parately rated  in  the  parishes  in 
which  they  are  situate. 

6.  £30  per  mile,  for  the  repro- 
duction of  rails,  chairs,  sleepers, 
Ac: — 

Held,  that  these  deductions  (the 
reasonableness  in  amount  of  which  is 
a  question  for  the  sessions)  included 
all  that  was  properly  referable  to  the 


trade,  as  distinguished  from  the  in- 
creased value  given  by  it  to  the  land, 
and  that  the  balance  (£135,589)  was 
properly  taken  as  fairly  representing 
the  rent  which  a  yearly  tenant  would 
give  for  the  occupation  of  the  railway. 
Regina  v.  The  Grand  Junction  BaH- 
way  Company,  203 

4.  Woods. 

The  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  s.  27, 
enacts  that  a  highway  rate  shall  be 
made  by  the  surveyor  upon  all  pro- 
perty now  liable  to  be  rated  to  the  re- 
lief of  the  poor,  and  that  the  same 
rate  shall  extend  to  such  woods,  &c. 
as  have  heretofore  been  usually  rated 
to  the  highways: — Held,  that  the 
words  usually  rated,  did  not  mean 
usually  rateable,  and  that  the  sessions 
were  to  determine  whether  such  woods 
had  been  usually  rated,  with  reference 
to  the  custom  of  the  particular  parish, 
as  to  such  woods. 

Therefore,  where  the  sessions  on 
appeal  had  found  that  woods  in  a 
particular  parish  had  not  been  rated 
to  the  highways  from  1809  to  1835, 
(the  time  when  the  statute  came  into 
operation),  and  had  decided  that  such 
woods  were  not  liable  to  be  rated,  this 
Court  confirmed  the  order  of  sessions. 
Regina  v.  Rose,  272 

5.  Tolls  of  Market. 

By  a  local  act  (8  &  9  Geo.  3,  c. 
xliv)  trustees  were  appointed  and  em- 
powered to  purchase  lands  for  the 
site  of  a  market,  and  were  directed, 
out  of  monies  to  be  borrowed  under 
the  act,  1.  To  pay  the  expenses  of 
obtaining  the  act;  2.  To  pay  the 
debts  incurred  by  the  purchase  of  the 
land,  and  of  erecting  the  buildings, 
and  lighting  certain  streets  in  the 
town  of  T.,  and  of  purchasing  the 
stalls  standing  in  the  then  market, 
and  certain  mortgages  made  under 
the  act,  with  interest;  3.  After  the 
discharge  of  the  same,  and  of  all  debts, 

3b2 


692 


BATE. 


BATE. 


it  was  directed,  that  "the  said  mar- 
ket and  buildings,  and  the  tolls,  rents, 
and  profits  thereof,  should  be  in  trust 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  parish 
of  St.  M.,  in  the  said  town  of  T.,  for 
ever,  and  be  applied  to  the  clothing, 
educating,  and  placing  out  appren- 
tices so  many  of  the  children  of  the 
poor  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish  as 
the  trustees  should  from  time  to  time 
appoint." 

Section  25  provided  that  the  share 
and  proportion  which  the  several 
grounds  did  contribute  or  pay,  or 
were  charged  with  towards  the  poor- 
rates  in  the  year  1768,  according  to 
the  rents  of  the  same  as  they  were 
then  rated,  should  be  for  ever  paid 
by  the  trustees  in  respect  of  the  build- 
ings to  be  erected  by  virtue  of  the 
act. 

A  subsequent  act  (57  Geo.  3,  c. 
Ixv)  empowered  the  trustees  to  extend 
the  market,  and  to  purchase  lands  for 
that  purpose,  and  enacted,  that  the 
8  &  9  Greo.  3,  c.  sliv,  and  all  the  au- 
thorities, powers,  provisions,  regula- 
tions, clauses,  matters,  and  things, 
except  such  as  were  thereby  altered, 
varied,  or  repealed,  or  were  repugnant 
to,  or  otherwise  provided  for  by  that 
act,  should  be  in  full  force  and  effect, 
and  extend  to  that  act  as  folly  and 
effectually,  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
as  if  all  such  authorities,  &c.  therein 
contained  were  repeated  and  re-enact- 
ed in  the  body  of  that  act  with  rela- 
tion thereto. 

The  trustees,  under  the  first  act, 

Purchased  lands  in  the  parish  of  St. 
f .,  and,  under  the  second,  land  in 
the  parish  of  B.,  both  in  the  town  of 
T.,  and  erected  thereon  a  market- 
house,  &c  They  occupied  the  pre- 
mises and  collected  the  tolls,  with 
which  they  paid  the  expenses  of  the 
market  and  the  interest  of  the  mort- 
gage debts.  No  surplus  ever  existed 
after  such  payment,  and  no  part  of 
the  mortgages  had  been  paid  off : — 


Held,  1.  That  the  special  provi- 
sions of  the  8  &  9  Geo.  3,  c.  xliv,  with 
respect  to  rating,  were  not  incorpo- 
rated into  the  57  Geo.  3,  c.  Ixv,  by 
the  general  words  of  the  clause  of  re- 
ference in  the  latter.  2.  That  the 
trustees,  being  occupiers  of  premises 
in  the  parish  of  B.,  which  produced 
a  valuiUile  return,  although  not  pro- 
fitable in  any  given  year,  and  the 
destination  of  the  funds  under  the 
statute  not  being  to  strictly  public 
purposes,  were  rateable,  according  to 
the  Parochial  Assessment  Act,  to 
the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish 
of  B.  Begina  v.  The  Tnuteei  of 
the  Taunton  Market,  543 

6.  Dock  Duties. 

By  Stat.  14  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  ss.  15  & 
17,  the  Hull  Dock  Company  were  in- 
corporated and  empowered  to  make, 
build,  erect,  and  provide  a  basin,  or 
quay,  or  wharf,  and  other  works,  and 
to  support,  maintain,  and  keep  the 
same  in  repair. 

Sect.  42  empowers  the  company 
"  in  consideration  of  the  charges  and 
expenses  to  which  the  making,  build- 
ing, erecting,  and  providing  the  said 
works,  and  the  supporting  the  same, 
will  amount,"  to  take  certain  tonnage 
dues  from  all  vessels  coming  into  or 
going  out  of  the  harbour  of  Kingston- 
upon-HuU,  and  the  company's  basin 
or  docks  within  the  port  of  Kingston- 
upon-Hull,  or  unlading  or  lading  any 
of  their  cargo  within  the  said  port 

The  company  were  in  possession  of 
three  docks  at  Hull ;  viz.  the  Old  Dock, 
and  the  Humber  Dock,  vnth  a  lock, 
pit,  and  entrance  basin  thereto,  all 
built  by  the  company  soon  after  the 
passing  of  the  above  act;  and  the 
Junction  Dock  built  by  them  subse- 
quently, and  communicating  with  the 
other  two.  Under  sect.  42,  the  com- 
pany were  in  the  receipt  of  the  fol- 
lowing tonnage  dues: — 
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1 .  For  vessels  asing  the  entrance  j 
basin  without  going  into  the  docks. 

2.  For  those  passing  through  the 
old  harbour  to  the  Old  Dock,  and 
using  that  or  the  other  docks. 

3.  For  those  passing  through  the 
entrance  basin  into  the  Humber  Dock, 
and  using  that  of  the  other  docks. 

4.  For  those  discharging  their  car- 
goes in  the  river  Humber,  vrithout 
entering  the  harbour«  entrance,  basin, 
or  docks. 

5.  For  those  which  discharge  their 
cargoes  in  the  old  harbour,  either  on 
the  west  or  east  side  thereof,  without 
entering  the  docks  or  basin. 

Heldy  that  the  company  were  rate- 
able to  the  poor  in  respect  of  tonnage 
dues  received  by  them  from  the  first 
three  classes,  and  not  in  respect  of  those 
received  from  the  last  two.  Regina 
V.  The  Hull  Dock  Company y         621 

7.  Shareholders  of  Bridge  and  Tolls. 

The  property  in  Putney  bridge 
was  vested  in  trustees  upon  trust  to 
permit  thirty  shareholders  to  receive 
the  tolls,  and  to  have  the  entire  ma- 
nagement of  the  bridge.  The  share- 
holders were  assessed  jointly  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor  of  Putney,  and, 
the  amount  not  being  paid,  a  sum- 
mons was  issued  to  all  the  sharehold- 
ers to  appear  before  a  police  magis- 
trate of  the  district.  A.,  a  share- 
holder living  at  the  toll-house  on 
that  side  of  the  bridge  which  was  not 
within  the  parish  making  the  rate, 
appeared  in  pursuance  of  the  sum- 
mons served  on  him,  but  refused  to 
pay  the  whole  amount  of  the  assess- 
ment, whereas  an  application  was 
made  to  the  magistrate  to  grant  a  dis- 
tress-warrant, which  he  refused  to 
do:  — 

Heldy  that  the  shareholders  were 
properly  assessed,  and  that  the  rule 
must  be  made  absolute  for  a  manda- 
mus to  the  magistrate  to  issue  a  dis- 
tress-warrant to  levy  on  the  goods  of 


A.  for  the  assessment  due  from  all  the 
shareholders.    The  Queen  v.  Paynter, 

631 

RECOGNISANCE. 

1 .  Where  a  party  bound  at  the  quar- 
ter-sessions in  recognisances  to  keep 
the  peace,  is  afterwards  convicted  at 
the  petty  sessions  of  an  assault,  in 
order  to  estreat  the  recognisances,  it 
is  necessary  to  bring  them  up  by  cer- 
tiorari, and  proceed  thereon  by  scire 
facias.     In  re  While,  9 

2.  Where  a  peer  had  been  arrested  by 
a  warrant  of  two  justices,  and  bound 
by  recognisances  with  two  sureties  to 
keep  the  peace,  the  Court  refused  an 
application  for  a  certiorari  to  bring  up 
the  recognisances,  (made  on  the  ground 
of  the  justices  having  no  jurisdiction  in 
such  a  case),  as  the  applicant  was  not 
in  custody;  and,  in  the  event  of  its 
being  necessary  to  enforce  the  recog- 
nisances, their  validity  would  be  tried 
in  another  way.  Ex  parte  Lord  Gif" 
ford,  490 

3.  At  the  quarter  sessions,  articles  of 
the  peace  being  exhibited  against  A. 
and  B.,  it  was  ordered  that  A.  and  B. 
should  enter  into  recognisances  before 
a  justice,  to  keep  the  peace  for  six 
months.  On  being  brought  up  by 
warrant  before  a  justice  for  this  pur- 
pose, they  refusea  to  enter  into  such 
recognisances,  whereupon  he  com- 
mitted them  to  prison  for  the  residue 
of  the  said  six  months,  unless  in  the 
meantime  they  should  enter  into  the 
said  recognisances: — Held,  that,  as 
the  justice  had  only  power  to  enforce 
the  order  of  sessions,  he  had  exceeded 
his  jurisdiction  by  ordering  the  im- 
prisonment.    In  re  Ashton,  185 

4.  Under  9  Geo.  4,  c.  69,  "Not  to 
to  offend  again."     See  Conviction. 

RECORDS. 
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RELIEF. 

1 .  It  is  no  objection  to  an  order  of 
removal,  that  the  examination  upon 
which  it  is  foonded  discloses  evidence 
(by  relief)  of  a  subsequent  settlement 
of  the  pauper  in  a  third  parish. 

And,  therefore,  where  the  exami- 
nation stated  an  acknowledgment  of  a 
settlement  in  S.,  the  appellant  parbh, 
by  relief,  and  a  subsequent  acknow- 
ledgment by  relief  in  C,  and  the  ses- 
sions refused  to  enter  into  the  ques- 
tion of  the  settlement  in  S.,  on  the 
ground  that  they  were  concluded  by 
the  statement  of  a  subsequent  settle- 
ment in  C,  and  therefore  quashed 
the  order  of  removal,  this  Court 
quashed  the  order  of  sessions.  Re- 
gina  v.  Whitwiek,  22 

2.  The  examination  of  a  pauper, 
after  setting  forth  a  settlement  al- 
leged to  have  been  gained  by  him  in 
the  appellant  parish,  by  hiring  and 
service  with  one  Spilling,  stated  that 
he  had  six  children,  aged  respectively 
eighteen,  sixteen,  fourteen,  twelve, 
nine,  and  four  years;  and,  amongst 
other  instances  of  relief,  that,  on  se- 
veral of  his  wife's  confinements  on  the 
birth  of  the  said  children,  whilst  re- 
siding in  the  respondent  parish,  he 
had  been  allowed  medical  attendance 
upon  his  wife,  by  and  at  the  expense 
of  the  appellant  parish. 

The  appellants,  in  one  of  their 
grounds  of  appeal,  objected  *'  that  the 
pauper  never  acquired  a  settlement  in 
E.  by  hiring  and  service,  or  by  any 
other  means:" — 

Heldy  that  the  dates  of  such  relief 
sufficiently  appeared  by  the  examina- 
tion. 

Heldy  also,  that,  under  this  ground 
of  appeal,  the  sessions  were  right  in 
admitting  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
relief  given  by  the  appellants  had 
been  given  under  a  mistaken  belief 
that  the  pauper  had  acquired  a  settle- 
ment in  their  parish  by  the  hiring 


and  service  with  Spilling,  set  forth  in 
the  examination.  Retina  ▼.  Bed^M§* 
ham,  105 

3.  A  pauper  residing  in,  and  be- 
coming chargeable  to  the  parish  of 
A.  was  taken  into  the  paruh  work- 
house there,  where  he  remained  for 
some  months;  he  was  then  sent  to 
B.,  out  of  the  limits  of  the  parish  of 
A.,  to  the  establishment  of  a  con- 
tractor for  the  maintenance  of  panpers 
belonging  to  A.  and  other  paiishes, 
where  he  was  maintained  at  the  ex- 
pense of  A. : — Hel4if  that  this  estab- 
lishment might,  for  such  purposes,  be 
considered  as  the  parish  workhouse  of 
A.,  and,  therefore,  that  the  mainten- 
ance of  the  pauper  there  by  A.  was  not 
such  relief  out  of  that  pansh  as  to  be 
an  acknowledgment  of  his  being  set- 
tled in  it.  Regina  v.  St,  (rt^v-m- 
the-FieldM,  137 

RENT. 
See  Settlement,  IV.  V. 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 
See  Recognisance,  1. 

SERVANT. 
See  Commitment;  Conviction. 

SESSIONS. 

1.  The  Stat.  1  W.  4,  c.  21,  s.  6,  en- 
acts, "  that,  in  all  cases  of  applicatioa 
for  any  writ  of  mandamus  whatsoever, 
the  costs  of  such  application,  whether 
the  writ  shall  be  granted  or  refused, 
and  also  the  costs  of  the  writ,  if  the 
same  shall  be  issued  and  obeyed,  shall 
be  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court.*' 

A  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus 
issued  to  a  court  of  quarter  sessions, 
directing  the  justices  to  erase  from 
the  records  of  the  court  an  entir 
made  at  a  previous  sessions,  wh]» 
was  manifestiy  wreng,  and  made  with- 
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out  jurisdiction,  but  in  accordance 
with  the  practice  of  the  sessions,  and 
which  entry  had  been  made  on  appli- 
cation by  the  respondents,  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  appellants. 
Upon  motion  for  costs  to  be  paid  by 
the  respondents — Held^  that,  as  the 
erasure  of  such  entry  was  an  act 
which  the  sessions  could  not  do,  and 
as  the  entry  was  made  by  the  fault  of 
the  justices,  or  the  clerk  (d  the  peace, 
the  Court  would  not  order  the  re- 
spondents to  pay  the  costs.  Regina 
V.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Ridingy 

98 

2.  The  examination  of  a  pauper 
stated  a  settlement  in  P.,  the  appellant 
parish,  by  apprenticeship  to  J.  Green, 
for  six  years,  under  an  indenture  dated 
24th  March,  1 828,  and  the  requisite 
service,  and  forty  days'  residence  in 
P. 

The  grounds  of  appeal  stated, ''  that 
the  pauper,  after  his  sendee  with 
the  said  master,  and  by  his  consent, 
for  part  of  the  time  of  the  said  ap- 
prenticeship, to  wit,  from  May,  1833, 
to  the  end  of  the  said  term,  served 
one  S.  Nowell,  of  Grosvenor^square, 
Pimlico,  under  the  said  indenture,  in 
a  third  parish,  H.,  and  resided  therein 
more  than  forty  days  during  such  ser- 
vice, being  single,"  &c. 

At  the  trid,  the  case  of  the  re- 
spondents being  admitted,  they  ob- 
jected that  the  grounds  of  appeal  were 
not  sufficient  in  particularity  as  to 
the  house  in  H.  where  the  alleged  ser- 
vice took  place,  to  entitle  the  appel- 
lants to  give  evidence  in  support  of 
that  settlement.  The  sessions,  after 
argument,  being  of  that  opinion,  con- 
firmed the  order  without  hearing  the 
evidence.  Upon  motion  for  a  manda- 
mus to  them  to  enter  continuances  and 
hear  the  appeal — Held,  (overruling 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Carnarvon- 
shire, 2  Q.  B.  R.  325,  and  Regina  v. 
The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding,  Id. 
331),  tbats  as  the  sessions  had  not 


declined  jurisdiction,  but  had  enter- 
tained the  point,  which  was  one  pecu- 
liarly for  their  consideration,  (not 
being  a  preliminary  question  of  law, 
as  whether  a  particular  rule  of  prac- 
tice is  consistent  with  law),  this  Court 
would  not  interfere  by  mandamus. 

Where  such  questions  are  raised  at 
sessions,  the  justices,  if  they  have  any 
doubt,  should  not  stop  the  case,  bat 
hear  and  determine  it  upon  the  facta, 
and  reserve  the  point  for  the  consider- 
ation of  this  Court. 

The  sessions  confirmed  the  order  of 
removal,  subject  to  a  case  which  con- 
cluded thus:  <* The  question  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
is,  whether  the  grounds  of  appeal  were 
insufficient ;  if  so,  the  order  of  removal 
to  stand  confirmed,  otherwise,  conti- 
nuances are  to  be  entered  and  the  ap- 
peal  heard:** — Held,  that  this  Court 
would  not  hear  a  case  stated  with  such 
a  conclusion,  merely  for  the  purpose 
of  putting  the  sessions  in  motion. 

Quare,  whether  the  reservation  of 
a  case  in  such  a  form,  which  precludes 
the  appellants  from  bringing  it  up, 
deprives  them  of  their  claim  to  the 
remedy  by  mandamus.  Regina  v.  The 
Justices  of  Kesteven,  151 

3.  Where  grounds  of  appeal  against 
an  order  of  removal  set  up  a  settle- 
ment in  a  third  parish  by  apprentice- 
ship, but  gave  no  date  of  the  appren- 
ticeship, and  the  sessions,  therefore, 
held  them  insufficient,  and  confirmed 
the  order,  this  Court  refused  to  inter- 
fere on  the  ground  that  the  sessions 
were  the  proper  judges  whether  the 
date  was  necessary.  Regina  v.  The 
Justices  of  Cornwall,  1 6 1 ,  n. 

4.  Where  an  indictment  for  forcible 
entry  found  at  the  quarter  sessions 
had  been  quashed  by  a  subsequent 
sessions,  this  Court  granted  a  cer- 
tiorari to  bring  up  the  indictment,  in 
order  that  the  Court  might  see  what 
had  been  done  upon  it  at  the  sessions; 
it  not  appearing  whether  it  had  been 
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quashed  by  a  r^alar  judgment,  so  as 
to  enable  the  prosecutor  to  bring  a 
writ  of  error  on  the  judgment.  Re- 
ffinay.  WilsoUy  190 

-  5.  Courts  of  quarter  sessions  have 
jurisdiction  to  quash  indictments  be- 
fore plea  pleaded. 

The  Stat.  60  Geo.  3  &  1  Geo.  4, 
o.  4,  limiting  the  right  to  traverse^ 
was  intended  to  prevent  the  delay  cf 
the  party,  not  to  interfere  with  tl:e 
power  of  the  Court  to  postpone  a 
trial.     Regina  v.  Wilson,  427 

6.  Where  an  inferior  court  declines 
to  exercise  a  jurisdiction  imposed  on  it 
by  law,  this  Court  will,  by  mandamus, 
enforce  its  proceeding;  but,  when  it 
has  acted,  its  judgment  6an  only  be 
reyersed  in  this  Court  on  a  case  stated 
for  its  opiuion. 

Therefore,  where  the  sessions  re- 
fused to  hear  evidence  on  an  appeal, 
on  the  ground  that  the  examinations^ 
were  deficient  in  particularity,  this' 
Court  refused  a  mandamus  to  compel 
them.  Regina  v.  The  JusHcee  of  the 
West  Riding,  247 

7.  Finding  as  to  usage  of  rating 
woods.     Regina  v.  Rose,  272 

8.  A  court  is  improperly  constituted 
where  any  of  the  members,  interested 
in  the  decision,  take  part  in  the  pro- 
ceedings. 

Therefore,  where,  on  an  appeal  to 
the  quarter  sessions  against  an  order 
of  two  justices  for  the  payment,  by  a 
parish  surveyor,  of  a  portion  of  a 
highway  rate  to  a  turnpike  trust, 
(under  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  59,  s.  1),  the 
sessions  had  confirmed  the  order,  and 
it  appeared  that  one  of  the  court  was 
a  mortgagee  of  the  turnpike  tolls,  and 
that  another  was  one  of  the  justices 
who  made  the  order,  and,  therefore,  a 
respondent  in  the  appeal,  (though  he 
left  the  court  before  the  actual  deci- 
sion), this  Court  quashed  the  order  of 
sessions.  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of 
Hertfordshire,  470 

9.  The  examinations  upon  which  an 


order  of  removal  was  made  stated  that 

A.  and  B.  were  married  at  the  church 
at  B.  The  grounds  of  appeal  denied 
the  fact,  and  stated  that  the  examina- 
tions were  defective  in  not  giving  the 
name  of  the  church  at  B.,  inasmuch 
as  there  were  two  parish  churches  at 
B.,  viz.  B.  St.  P.,  and  B.  St.  A. 

On  trial  of  the  appeal,  before  the 
respondents  went  into  their  case,  the 
appellants  took  the  above  objection, 
whereupon  a  witness  was  called,  who 
proved  that  in  the  village  of  B.  there 
are  two  parishes,  and  two  parish 
churches  within  two  hundred  yards 
of  each  other,  each  commonly  called 

B.  Church. 

On  this  evidence,  the  sessions  re- 
fused to  allow  the  respondents  to  go 
into  their  settlement,  quashed  the 
order,  and  granted  a  case:  — 

Held,  that,  as  the  sessions  had  come 
to  a  conclusion  on  the  fact,  this  Court, 
although  disapproving  of  their  con- 
clusion, would  not  interfere.  Regina 
V.  Bakewell,  571 

10.  An  order  of  removal  made  on 
the  29th  of  July,  1843,  and  suspended, 
was  served  with  the  examinations  on 
the  7th  of  August.  On  the  14  th  of 
October  following,  a  notice,  dated  6th 
of  September,  was  served  on  the  re- 
spondents, that  the  appellants  in- 
tended at  the  next  quarter  sessions  to 
enter  and  try  an  appeal.  The  next 
sessions  were  held  on  the  1 7th  of  Oc- 
tober, and  by  the  practice  of  the  ses- 
sions eight  days*  notice  of  trial  was 
required. 

The  respondents,  considering  the 
notice  insufficient,  did  not  attend  the 
October  sessions,  and  heard  nothing 
more  of  the  appeal  till  the  15  th  of 
February,  1844,  when  they  received 
from  the  appellants  a  copy  of  an  order 
made  at  the  January  sessions,  1844, 
quashing  the  order  of  removal,  and 
directing  the  respondents  to  pay  £b 
costs  to  the  appellants. 

On  an  affidavit  of  the  respondents^ 
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stating  these  facts,  and  that  they 
'*  were  informed  and  believed*'  that  no 
appeal  had  been  prosecuted,  or  en- 
tered and  respited  at  the  October  ses- 
sions:— 

Heldy  that  this  affidavit,  uncontra- 
dicted, made  out  a  sufficient  primd 
facie  case  that  no  proceedings  were 
taken  at  the  October  sessions,  at 
which,  being  the  next  practicable  ses- 
sions after  the  date  of  the  order,  the 
appellants  were  bound  to  enter,  and 
either  to  try  or  to  respite  their  ap- 
peal; and  that,  not  having  done  so, 
the  January  sessions  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  entertain  the  appeal.  Regina 
y.  Sevenoaka,  595 

1 1 .  Finding  of,  conclusive,  as  to  re- 
spondents been  misled  by  notice.  See 
Notice. 

12.  As  to  hiring  by  agent.  See  Set- 
tlement, III. 

13.  Erasure  of  entries  by.  See 
Records. 


SETTLEMENT. 
I.  Apprenticeship. 

i .  In  the  examination  of  a  pauper 
sent  by  respondents  with  an  order  of 
removal,  it  was  stated  that  the  pauper 
had  been  bound  by  "  covenant  indent- 
ure :** — Held,  that  these  words  were 
sufficient  to  shew  that  the  indenture, 
which  had  been  destroyed,  and  was 
executed  more  than  thirty  years  be- 
fore, was  not  a  parish  indenture. 
Regina  v.  Cumberworth  Half^         10 

2.  The  examinations  in  support  of 
a  settlement  by  apprenticeship  under 
Stat.  56  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  s.  1,  (for 
binding  parish  apprentices),  stated  the 
production  of  the  indenture  before  the 
removing  magistrate,  and  proof  of  the 
execution  thereof  by  the  parish  offi- 
cers and  the  master.  The  order  and 
allowance  of  the  justices  at  the  binding 
were  recited  in  the  indenture,  but 
were  not  otherwise  proved  than  by  the 


above  proof  of  the  execution  of  the 
indenture. 

The  Court  quashed  the  order  of  re- 
moval, on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  ap- 
pear on  the  face  of  the  examinations 
that  the  order  and  allowance  required 
by  the  statute  had  been  made  by  the 
justices.     Regina  \,  Chitwiekf       117 

3.  Sufficiency  of  particularity  in 
grounds  of  appeal  as  to  place  of 
service,  a  question  for  the  Sessions. 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Kesteven, 

151 

See  Sessions,  1. 

4.  So  as  to  necessity  of  date  of  ap- 
prenticeship. Regina  ▼.  The  Justices 
of  Comwally  161 

5.  The  examination  of  a  pauper, 
Joseph  Beaumont,  stated : —"In  March, 
1 789,  I  was  bound  apprentice  to  J. 
Roberts,  of  W.,  by  the  indenture  of  ap- 
prenticeship now  produced,  dated  &c., 
and  made  between  the  said  J.  Roberts 
and  myself,  therein  by  mistake  called 
John  Beaumont.  I  resided,  inhabited^ 
and  slept  at  my  said  master's  house  at 
W.,  as  an  apprentice  under  the  said 
indenture,  for  several  years,  until  I  was 
twenty-one."  The  indenture  was  as 
follows:  —  "  This  indenture,  made 
March  28th,  1789,  between  J.  Ro- 
berts, of  &C.,  and  John  Beaumont, 
witnesseth,  that  the  said  John  Beau- 
mont hath  put  and  bound  himself  ap- 
prentice to  and  with  the  said  J. 
Roberts,  &c.,  for,  during,  and  until 
the  term  of — he  attain  ages  twenty^ 
one — thence  next  following  be  fully 
completed  and  ended."  Then  fol- 
lowed covenants  by  the  said  J.  Roberts 
vrith  the  said  Joseph  Beaumont,  ap' 
prentice,  to  teach  him  his  trade,  to 
provide  him  with  food,  clothesj  &c.,  to 
pay  him  3«.  a  year,  and  to  allow  him 
two  weeks  to  go  to  school  in  every  year 
during  the  said  apprenticeship.  The 
conclusion  was,  **In  witness  whereof 
the  parties  above  named  to  these  in- 
dentures have  set  their  Aon^and  seal^ 
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&c.  (Signed)  J.  Roberts,  JoMpA  Beau- 
mont:"— 

Heldy  that,  from  the  whole  of  the 
indenture,  and  the  eridence  of  the 
pauper  that  he  executed  it,  it  was 
evident  that  the  name  John  had 
been  inserted  bj  mistake  for  Joseph^ 
and  was  not  an  ambiguity  so  as  to 
vitiate  the  deed,  which,  therefore,  was 
admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  the 
settlement. 

And  that,  although  the  statement 
as  to  the  term  of  binding  was  imper- 
fect, yet,  coupled  with  t^  date  of  the 
indenture,  and  the  covenants  for  yearly 
allowance  and  schooling,  enough  was 
stAed  to  shew  that  the  term  of  bind- 
ing was  for  more  than  forty  days  at 
least.     Regina  v.  Wooldale,        377 

6.  The  examinations  on  which  an  or- 
der of  removal  fromW.  to  L.  was  made, 
after  stating  a  birth  settlement  in  L., 
set  out  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship 
binding  the  pauper  to  a  master  in  W., 
a  service  under  the  indenture,  and  a 
sufficient  residence,  by  sleeping  forty 
nights  in  each  parish,  to  gam  a  settle- 
ment by  apprenticeship  either  in  L.  or 
W.,  but  that  the  pauper  slept  the  last 
night  in  L. 

One  of  the  grounds  of  appeal  ob- 
jected, *'  that  the  pauper  was  settled 
in  W.  by  reason  of  his  having  been 
apprenticed,  as  in  the  examination 
stated,  and  having  served  under  the 
said  indenture  in  W.  for  more  than 
forty  days,  and  having  slept  in  W. 
more  than  forty  nights,  during  such 
service,  and  on  the  last  night  there- 
of." 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  re- 
spondents proved  the  birth  settlement 
only,  when  the  appellants  applied  to 
the*  sessions  to  quash  the  order,  on 
the  ground  that  the  respondents  hav- 
ing stated  in  the  examination  that  a 
settlement  by  apprenticeship  had  been 
gained  by  the  pauper  either  in  L.  or 
W.,  the  birth  settlement  in  L.  was 
thereby  destroyed;  and  that,  having 


relied  on  the  latter  only,  they  had 
failed  to  support  their  oi^er. 

The  sessions  overruled  the  objectioD, 
upon  which  the  appellants  called  the 
pauper,  who  proved  a  sufficient  service 
and  residence  in  both  L.  and  W.,  and 
that  he  slept  the  last  night  in  W, 
They  gave  no  evidence  of  the  bmdio^ 
contending  that  the  statement  thereof 
in  the  examinations,  admitted  in  the 
grounds  of  appeal,  was  admitted  for 
all  the  purposes  of  the  case. 

The  sessions  overruled  this  point 
also,  and  confirmed  the  order: — 

Held,  1.  That  the  examinations 
were  sufficient  to  enable  the  respond- 
ents to  go  into  their  case;  and  that, 
having  stated  more  than  one  settle- 
ment in  the  examinations,  they  were 
at  liberty,  at  the  trial,  to  confine 
themselves  to  the  proof  of  either. 
2.  That  the  binding  stated  in  the 
examinations  was  not  such  an  ad- 
mission by  the  respondents  as  to  ren- 
der it  unnecessary  for  the  appellants 
to  prove  a  binding  in  support  of  their 
own  case.  Rei^na  v.  Lmtek/ord,  387 
II.  Birth. 

1 .  The  examinations  on  which  an 
order  of  removal  from  L.  to  W.  was 
made,  afler  stating  a  birth  settlement 
in  L.,  set  out  also  a  settlement  in  L. 
by  apprenticeship. 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  re- 
spondents proved  the  birth  settlement 
only,  when  the  appellants  applied  to 
the  sessions  to  quash  the  order,  on 
the  ground  that,  the  respondents  hav- 
ing stated  in  the  examination  that  a 
settlement  by  apprenticeship  had  been 
gained  by  the  pauper  either  inL.  orW., 
the  birth  settlement  in  L.  was  thereby 
destroyed;  and  that,  having  relied  on 
the  latter  only,  they  had  failed  to  sup- 
port their  order, — "  Heid,  that  the 
respondents,  having  stated  more  than 
one  settlement  in  the  examination, 
were  at  liberty,  at  the  trial,  to  confine 
themselves  to  the  proof  of  either. 
£Uffina  v.  Latei^ord,  387 
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2.  Examinations,  shewing  birth 
settlement  of  pauper's  mother  in  Y., 
and  the  following  statement  by  his 
father,  "  I  was  born,  I  believe,  in  Lon- 
don, but  in  what  parish  I  never 
knew,"  do  not  throw  upon  the  re- 
moving parish  the  necessity  of  mak- 
ing further  inquiries  into  the  father's 
settlement,  and  justify  the  order  of 
removal  to  that  of  the  mother.  Regina 
V.  Telvertofty  476 

IIL  By  Hiring  and  Service. 

1  .Where  an  examination  stated  that 
a  pauper,  *'  whilst  unmarried,  and  not 
having  a  child  or  children,  lived  at 
Spenser's  Hotel,  in  Bond-street,  Co- 
vent  Garden,  for  several  years,  as 
chambermaid,  under  a  general  hiring, 
and  quitted  there  a  few  months  pre- 
vious to  her  marriage: — Held,  that 
the  examination  was  bad,  as  it  did  not 
shew  that  the  pauper  was  unmarried 
at  the  time  of  such  Atrtn^."  Reginay, 
St.  Pours,  Covent'Garden,  20 

Semble,  that  "  Spenser's  Hotel, 
Covent  Garden,"  was  not  a  sufficient 
designation  of  the  master  under  whom 
the  pauper  served.  Ibid. 

2.  An  order  of  removal  was  made 
upon  the  examination  of  the  pauper, 
which  stated — "  In  1828,  when  I  was 
fifteen  years  old,  I  went  to  work  at 
Messrs.  C.  &  D.'s  factory,  in  P.  There 
was  a  custom  in  the  mill  requiring  the 
workpeople  to  give  a  fortnight's  notice 
before  leaving  their  employment.  I 
remained  in  that  employment  better 
than  two  years,  during  the  whole  of 
which  time  I  resided  and  slept  in  P. ; 
I  worked  under  the  custom  as  to  giv- 
ing notice,  and  I  was  compelled  to 
serve  a  fortnight's  notice  before  leav- 
ing. 

The  grounds  of  appeal  traversed 
the  hiring,  service,  residence,  and  set- 
tlement, in  fact;  and  objected,  that 
the  examination  was  bad  on  the  face 
of  it,  and  did  not  warrant  the  order  of 
removal;  that  it  did  not  shew  or  con- 


tain any  legal  evidence  of  the  settle- 
ment in  P.,  nor  state  sufficient  facts 
to  shew  that  the  pauper  gained  settle- 
ment by  hiring  and  service  therein. 

At  the  trid  of  the  appeal,  it  was 
proved,  on  the  part  of  the  respond- 
ents, that,  in  1828,  the  pauper  went 
to  work  as  a  '*  piecer"  at  C.  &  D.'s 
cotton-mill.  He  was  to  serve  them, 
the  master  spinners;  but  the  practice 
of  such  mills  is,  that  the  piecers  as- 
sist certain  *'  spinners,"  to  whom  re- 
spectively they  are  attached.  The 
'  spinner  receives  the  whole  wages  from 
the  master  spinners  for  the  work  done 
with  such  assistance,  and  thereout 
pays  the  piecers,  whom  he  engages 
and  dismisses,  without  the  interfer- 
ence of  the  master  spinners.  The 
pauper  was  engaged  by  one  E.,  a 
spinner,  and  served  under  him  more 
than  a  year;  and  was  paid  his  wages, 
every  fortnight,  by  the  hands  of  £. 

It  was  objected,  by  the  appellants, 
that  there  was  no  proof  of  a  yearly  or 
general  hiring;  and  that  the  service^ 
being  to  E.,  varied  from  that  stated 
in  the  examination.  The  sessions, 
however,  overruled  the  objections,  and 
confirmed  the  order: — 

Held,  1.  That  the  grounds  of  appeal 
stated  no  valid  objection  to  the  exami- 
nation. 2.  That  the  facts  of  the  case 
were  sufficient  to  prove  a  general  hir- 
ing. 3.  That  the  sessions,  having 
confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opi- 
nion of  this  Court  on  the  objections^ 
must  be  presumed  to  have  found  that 
the  hiring  by  £.  was  a  hiring  by  C. 
&  D.,  as  stated  in  the  examination, 
and  that  the  facts  stated  warranted 
such  finding.  Regina  v.  Pilkington,  90 

3.  The  examinations  relating  to  a 
hiring  and  service  were  as  follows:— 
<'  The  pauper  came  to  live  with  my 
father  as  a  farm  servant;  he  was  not 
engaged  for  any  particular  time,  bat 
my  father  found  him  board,  washing, 
lodging,  and  clothes  for  so  long  a  time 
as  he  ataid.    He  continued  in  my  £ib* 
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least,  bj  the  party  hiring.    Regina  v. 
Leeds,  186 

3.  The  examination  on  which  an  or- 
der of  removal  was  founded  stated  as 
follows: — "In  1821,  whilst  I  resided 
in  S.,  I  rented  and  occupied  three 
acres  of  land  at  S.  of  one  J.  T.,  of  the 
annual  value  of  7^.,  and  for  which  I 
paid  7L  rent  for  several  years.  In 
the  year  1821,  and  at  the  same  time 
that  I  so  occupied  the  land  of  J.  T,, 
I  also  rented  and  occupied  three  acres 
of  land  at  S.  of  one  J.  B.,  of  the  an- 
nual value  of  71;  at  71-  rent,  which  I 
occupied  for  one  year,  and  then  gave 
it  up  in  the  year  IS22:"— Held  in- 
sufficient, as  not  shewing  forty  days' 
residence  at  the  same  time  during  the 
occupation  of  both  tenements,  which 
was  essential  to  a  settlement  by  rent- 
ing such  tenements.  Retina  v.  Hon- 
ley,  397 

A.  The  examination  of  A.  relating 
to  the  settlement  of  a  pauper  by  rent- 
ing a  tenement  under  1  Will.  4,  c.  1 8, 
sUted,  "In  July,  1839,  I  let  a  house 
in  the  parish  of  S.  to  the  pauper  at 
the  rent  of  10^.  per  annum;  he  occu- 
pied and  resided  in  the  house  till  July, 
1841,  and  paid  me  the  whole  of  the 
rent  during  that  time :  '* — Held,  {Cole- 
ridge, J.,  dissentiente),  that  the  ex- 
amination did  not  sufficiently  shew 
that  the  occupation  was  under  such 
yearly  hiring,  as  required  by  the  sta- 
tute. Regina  v.  St,  Sepulchre,  North- 
ampton, 400 

5.  Under  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  s.  2,  a 
settlement  by  renting  a  tenement  may 
be  gained  under  a  joint  occupation  of 
land,  if  the  proportion  of  rent  paid  by 
each  occupier  be  sufficient;  the  words 
"  separate  and  distinct "  in  that  sec- 
tion referring  only  to  "  dwelling-house 
or  building."  Regina  v.  St.  Lawrence, 
Jppleby,  485 
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See  Chargeability. 
Deposition. 
Notice. 


SPECIAL  CASE. 

1 .  Statement  of.     See  Sessions. 

2.  The  fact  of  the  respondents 
not  having  availed  themselves  of  a 
case  granted  by  the  sessions  does  not 
preclude  them  from  obtaining  a  second 
order  during  the  six  months  in  which 
they  have  the  power  of  bringing  up  the 
former  order  by  certiorari.  Regina 
V.  Great  Bolton,  636 

STATUTES. 

43  Eliz.  c.  2,  s.  7;  69. 

13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  12,  s.  21;  223. 

3&4  W.  &M.  c.  11,8.6;    188. 

5  Geo.  1,  c.  19,  s.  2;   73. 

6  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  8.2;  387. 
11  Geo.  2,  c.  19;  284. 

13  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  8.  5;  49,  406, 

8  &  9  Geo.  3,  c.  xliv;  543. 

13  Geo.  3,c.  78,  s.  64;  316. 

14  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  ss.  15  and  17;  623. 
17  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  8.  8;  p.  416. 

8.  14;  415. 

8S.  10  and  14;  658. 
28  Geo.  3,  c.  Ixiv,  s.  75 ;   1 62. 
34  Geo.  3,  c.  3,  civ;   162. 

43  Geo.  3,  c.  59,  s.  1;  316. 

44  Geo.  3,  c.  92,  s.  3;  366. 
50  Geo.  3,  c.  49,  s.  1;  128. 
53  Geo.  3,  c.  xcii;  504. 

56  Geo.  3,  c.  139,8.  1;   117. 

57  Geo.  3,  c.  Ixv;  543. 

c.  91,8. 1;  441. 

58  Geo.  3. c.  51,  s.  I;  653. 

59  Geo.  3,c.50,  8.  1;   186. 

60  Geo.  3  and  1  Geo.  4,  c.  4;  427. 

3  Geo.  4,  c.  23,  s.  2;  653. 

c.  126;  504. 

4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  8.  1 ;  280. 

c.  34,  8.3;  3,88,  171,  18U 

182,  354. 
c.  64,  s.  5;  73. 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  57;  5. 

c.  57,8.2;  485,614. 

9  Geo.  4,  c.  40,  s.  38;  342,  499, 

c40,  8.  54;  350. 
c.  69;  51,  529. 
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